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FOREWORD 





It seems to be taken for granted that Evo- 
lution has been so established by satisfac- 
tory evidence that it has become a one-sided 
question ; but this conclusion is certainly not 
due to any general investigation of the the- 
ory by men of either higher or lower educa- 
tion. It is extremely doubtful if many col- 
lege professors, who give it tacit consent, 
have bestowed any independent thought up- 
on the subject. There are “fashions” in the 
scientific as in the social world, and many 
take their opinions from some popular au- 
thor as they take their clothes from a tailor. 
While not pretending to any extraordinary 
degree of scholarship, the writer has made a 
study of the evolutionary theory which has 
convinced him that it is altogether untena- 
ble. 

It may be said of Evolution as was said of 
Christianity by an English skeptic of a for- 
mer century, “If it is true, it is tremendous- 
ly true!” It comes in conflict with not only 
Christianity, but present-day science as well. 
If generally accepted, it will bring about a 
complete revolution in the world’s mind, both 
as to subjects of thought and methods of 
thought. What are now regarded as estab- 
lished and basic ideas must be given up, and 
new foundations laid for religious, scientific, 


and political beliefs. H. G. Wells, in his 
startling ‘‘Outline of History,” demonstrates 
this conclusion, while he does not demon- 
strate his premise, that Evolution is the only 
explanation of creation. Although he, like 
many others, takes this for granted, it is still 
an open question. If my own investigation 
of the merits of the theory will help other 
impartial students to a satisfactory conclu- 
sion, I will be more than repaid for the time 
and labor I have spent in research. Be this 
as it may, I consider myself already paid in 
full by the satisfaction I have gained for 


myself. 
W. M. F. 
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THE WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION. 
I. 
IT IS INCAPABLE OF DEFINITION. 


Some one has said that ‘“‘What cannot be 
made clear by definition, cannot be made so 
by any amount of erudition.” One of our 
best present-day American writers says, 
“Vagueness of language always means misti- 
ness of thinking.” That what is entitled 
Evolution cannot be clearly defined is evi- 
dent from the difficulty which lexicographers 
have in differentiating the meaning of the 
term in a philosophical or metaphysical 
sense. Their best efforts fail to desynony- 
mize it. Mr. Spencer and others discrimi- 
nate between evolution and development, but 
the dictionaries confound these terms never- 
theless. Thus, after giving the Spencerian 
view as its metaphysical definition, Webster 
quotes Gladstone, who did not subscribe to 
this view: “Evolution is to me series with 
development.” The Standard, under its phi- 
losophical definition, speaks of evolution as 
“carefully distinguished by Herbert Spencer 
from development,’ and yet, in defining the 
theory of development as applied to philoso- 
phy, says it is “the theory of evolution.” The 
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Century defines evolution in general as “the 
passage from unorganized simplicity to or- 
ganized complexity (that is, to a nicer and 
more elaborate arrangement for reaching 
definite ends), this process being regarded 
as of the nature of a growth,” and quotes 
Spencer in support of this definition. With 
all due regard for the scholarly reputation 
of this really great work, we cannot resist 
the conviction that its definition throws no 
more light on the meaning of evolution used 
as an hypothesis to account for the existing 
universe than the words Mrs. Stowe puts 
into the mouth of Topsy (“Specs I growed’’) 
account for the existence of that unique 
character. It is simply saying that the pro- 
cess called evolution is “of the nature of a 
growth.” That is all any of these definitions 
amount to, and the theory cannot amount to 
more than its definition. The Century quotes 
Prof. Huxley, also, as saying: ““The hypothe- 
sis of evolution supposes that in all this vast 
progression there would be no breach of con- 
tinuity, no point at which we could say, ‘This 
is a natural process,’ and ‘This is not a nat- 
ural process,’ but that the whole might be 
compared to that wonderful process of de- 
velopment which may be seen going on every 
day under our eyes, in virtue of which there 
arises, out of the semi-fluid, comparatively 
homogeneous substance which we call an 
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egg, the complicated organization of one of 
the higher animals. That, in a few words, 
is what is meant by the hypothesis of evo- 
lution.” 

Not only does this definition confound evo- 
lution with development, but the use of an 
egg to illustrate it makes “confusion worse 
confounded,” for what goes on every day un- 
der our eyes is first the production of the 
egg by “the complicated organization of one 
of the higher animals,” and this unfortu- 
nate illustration simply destroys the force 
and clearness of the definition and throws us 
back on the old question, “Which was first, 
the hen or the egg?” There is no escaping 
the conclusion, when we compare these vary- 
ing definitions, that they leave behind them 
a confusion of ideas instead of a clear com- 
prehension of the one idea sought to be con- 
veyed. The difficulty, so far as Mr. Spencer 
is concerned, seems to be that he has taken 
the term evolution, which means something 
clear and definite in its primary use, and has 
attempted to make it fit an imaginary and 
indescribable principle of philosophy which 
he could not himself define. His own defini- 
tion is a conglomeration of general terms 
which no more than indicate that the uni- 
verse has undergone a change from chaos to 
order: “Evolution is an integration of mat- 
ter, and concomitant dissipation of motion; 
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during which the matter passes from an in- 
definite, incoherent homogeneity to a defi- 
nite, coherent heterogeneity, and during 
which the retained motion undergoes a par- 
allel transformation.” It would do no vio- 
lence to this mere generalization to substi- 
tute for the word “evolution” either “The 
Doctrine of Chance” or “The Doctrine of the 
Fortuitous Concourse of Atoms” or “The 
Doctrine of the Six Days of Creation.” So 
vague and indefinite is the idea it conveys 
that it is as good a definition of any one of 
these as it is of evolution. 

Dr. James M. Buckley, regarded while he 
lived, as one of the keenest of American 
critics, said: “Spencer’s definition of evo- 
lution has been bandied about in an intellec- 
tual game of battledore and shuttlecock until 
it has come to be laughed at, but it ex- 
actly expressed what he meant. . . Believ- 
ing that any clearly defined idea can be ex- 
pressed in plain English, we attempted to 
reduce this definition to simple forms, with 
this result: ‘Evolution is the bringing to- 
gether of parts into a whole, at the same 
time there being a dispersion of motion, dur- 
ing which the matter passes out of a condi- 
tion without fixed boundaries and one in 
which there is no adherence of parts or par- 
ticles, no similarity of composition or struc- 
ture, into the opposite state where things are 
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different from each other, but in fixed pro- 
portions and relations; and while this 
change has been or is going on the motion in 
all these parts is changed to agree there- 
with.’” That Dr. Buckley‘s paraphrase is 
the “plain English” of Mr. Spencer’s obscure 
language will be readily admitted, but so is 
the English mathematician Kirkman’s witty 
translation: “Evolution is a change from a 
nohowish, untalkaboutable, all-alikeness to a 
somehowish and _ in-general-talkaboutable, 
not-all-alikeness, by continuous something- 
elseifications and sticktogetherations.” Both 
of these paraphrases are merely attempts at 
defining the general terms in which Mr. 
Spencer’s definition is expressed, and make 
its meaning as a whole no clearer than he 
makes it himself. If he meant to express 
nothing more than the order in which cosmic 
changes have occurred, then evolution is a 
synonym for nothing, and his definition is a 
mere extravaganza of words, like one of 
Carlyle’s notable phrases: “In the burning 
of the world-Phoenix, destruction and cre- 
ation proceed together; and as the ashes of 
the old are blown about do new forces mys- 
teriously spin themselves, and melodious 
death-songs are succeeded by more melodious 
birth-songs”’ ! 

Is it too much for an ordinary thinker to 
say, that the theory of evolution, postulating 
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the “unknown and unknowable as the basis 
of the process,” is incapable of clear and 
comprehensive definition, when a mind as 
capacious as that of Charles Darwin gave 
expression to this verdict: ‘“‘With the ex- 
ception of special points, I did not even un- 
derstand H. Spencer’s general doctrine; for 
his style is too hard work for me’? Or, 
when a mind as discriminating as that of 
Prof. Borden P. Bowne gives expression to 
this opinion: “The fact is that Mr. Spencer 
never had any clear idea of what the un- 
knowable is, or of what the foundations of 
science are, in his system?’ Or, when a 
mind as cultured as that of Prof. Goldwin 
Smith should prompt the facetious remark 
that “The universe must have heaved a sigh 
of relief when this explanation of her pro- 
cesses was given to an astonished world’? 
One of the simplest definitions of evolution 
yet given, that of Prof. LeConte, chief among 
Christian evolutionists, is as follows: 
“A continuous progressive change, accord- 
ing to certain laws, and by means of resident 
forces.” But, excepting the use of simpler 
terms, in what does this differ one particle 
from any other definition yet given? It 
lacks just what the others lack. It is not 
specific enough to define. It hardly comes 
under Prof. Huxley’s severe criticism, ex- 
pressed in “Man‘s Place in Nature’: 
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“Though I have heard of the announcement 
of a formula touching ‘the ordained contin- 
uous becoming of organic forms,’ it is ob- 
vious that it is the first duty of an hypothesis 
to be intelligible, and that a qua-qua-versal 
proposition of this kind, which may be read 
backwards, or forwards, or sideways, with 
exactly the same amount of signification, 
does not really exist, though it may seem to 
do so”—yet it barely escapes this caustic an- 
imadversion. What practical use can be 
made of it? How can it be applied? It pro- 
fesses to be a definition (i. e., explanation) 
of evolution. Evolution from what? Evo- 
lution of what? Of inorganic matter only? 
Of inorganic and organic matter? Of inor- 
ganic matter, organic matter, and mind? Of 
our own system of worlds, or of all sys- 
tems? Which? If limited to one or more of 
these spheres—that is, if limited at all—it 
amounts to nothing more than such develop- 
ment as we see going on before our eyes ev- 
ery day, and accounts for nothing more. All 
leading writers on the subject see this, and 
therefore content themselves with mere gen- 
eralization, making evolution “the funda- 
mental law of the universe,” which lofty 
phrase comes nearer being a definition of the 
term than any other they employ, although 
it fails to make the theory comprehensible 
because not sufficiently specific to do so. If 
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evolutionists mean anything by this expres- 
sion, it is that evolution is the operating 
cause of all phenomena of the universe. 
“But,” as Prof. Huxley says, “It is desirable 
to remember that which is very often for- 
gotten, that the laws of nature are not the 
causes of the order of nature, but only our 
way of stating as much as we have made out 
of that order.” To call any law therefore 
“the fundamental law of nature,” even 
hypothetically, is a proposition which nega- 
tives itself, for it premises unlimited know]l- 
edge of the universe, to which not Spencer, 
nor even Haeckel, has been presumptuous 
enough to lay claim. H. G. Wells, in his 
“Outline of History,’ comes the nearest of 
any writer to making this claim, although 
this much lauded work affords no evidence 
whatever of original research on his part. 
All definitions of evolution yet given fail 
to express an adequate cause, or any cause, 
for natural phenomena, and all therefore, 
including those of Christian evolutionists, 
are alike in one respect—they are untheistic. 
Instead of bringing the ‘“‘absentee God of 
theology” into the universe, as Prof. LeConte 
and others seem to think, evolution, as de- 
fined by atheistic, agnostic, or Christian ad- 
vocates, drives the omnipresent God of 
theology out of the universe, for it leaves 
Him nothing to do. It dispenses with His 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 15 


wisdom, power and goodness, for it would 
be an empty theory if it admitted either of 
these as an operative factor. Prof. Johnson, 
in “The Christian’s Relation to Evolution,” 
shows this by irresistible logic: “Interpre- 
ting these definitions fairly, we should find 
in the doctrine the following factors: 1. 
There is in the universe an uninterrupted 
progress from the lower to the higher. 2. 
This progress is achieved exclusively by nat- 
ural forces residing in the universe. 3. These 
forces act continuously and in a uniform 
manner, without interruption or variation 
caused by another agency. If we accept 
these three statements we shall necessarily 
hold that the universe is a closed system, 
autonomous, sufficient to itself. We shall 
hold that the state of the universe at any 
given moment is caused by its state in the 
preceding moment. The human race, with 
all its exceptional endowments, and all its 
achievements, whether shameful or glorious, 
is included in this view of the universe.” 

It is well known that Mr. Darwin never 
became as confident in his own theory as did 
his more enthusiastic followers. It would 
have divested the subject of much of its ob- 
scurity and given it a much less prominent 
place in present-day thought if his example 
of caution and carefulness had been imita- 
ted. One of his wise observations ought to 
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at least deter any who write on the subject 
of evolution from asserting such an un- 
proved and indefinable hypothesis to be “the 
fundamental law of nature.” In his “De- 
scent of Man,” Chapter VII, he says: “Ev- 
ery naturalist who has had the misfortune 
to undertake the description of a group of 
highly varying organisms ... will say to 
himself that he has no right to give names to 
objects he cannot define.” 

If definition is what Locke says it is, ““mak- 
ing another understand by words what the 
term defined stands for,” then the lexicog- 
rapher, as well as the philosopher, is yet to 
be born who can furnish such a definition of 
evolution. If the reader will take any defini- 
tion of evolution, and test it by Locke’s 
standard, he will see that this is a just 
statement. 

To conform to Locke’s explanation of a 
definition, it must, first, differentiate the 
term defined from all other terms, and sec- 
ond, be expressed in unambiguous language. 
Prof. LeConte’s definition of evolution an- 
swers neither of these requirements. It is so 
general in its application that it can be used 
as a description of crystallization, fermen- 
tation, vegetable growth, incubation, animal 
development, or a hundred other natural 
processes, any one of which it will fit with 
even greater accuracy than it conveys to the 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 17 


mind when applied to the supposed process 
of evolution; for the former processes take 
place before our eyes in accordance with 
laws with which we are familiar, while the 
latter is only hypothetical. Prof. LeConte 
has endeavored to eliminate from his defini- 
tion the vagueness which made that of Spen- 
cer derisive even in the eyes of prominent 
scientists, but he has accomplished nothing 
more than to use simpler language in ex- 
pressing this vagueness. Take the first fac- 
tor of his definition, “A continuous progres- 
sive change.” This is altogether indefinite. 
A change of what?—of matter alone, or of 
mind as well? A change in what?—in na- 
ture, in properties, in form, in capacity, in 
conformity to law? Evolutionists them- 
selves differ so widely as to each of these 
points that no one can tell from a compari- 
son of their views what this word “change” 
means. Take the second factor of the defini- 
tion, “in accordance with certain laws.” The 
inquiry, What laws? instantly recurs to the 
mind seeking to be informed. The law of 
sexual selection is one, says Darwin—Not 
so, says Wallace, an equal authority. The 
law of natural selection is one, says Wallace 
—Not so, says DeVries, an equal authority. 
The law of spontaneous generation is one, 
says Haeckel—Not so, says Tyndall, an equal 
authority. ‘The law of inheritance is one, 
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says Spencer—Not so, says Weisman, an 
equal authority. The law of the educable 
quality of matter is one, says Shaler—Not 
so, says Fiske, an equal authority. In fact, 
not a single so-called law upon which the 
evolutionary process depends has been sug- 
gested by advocates of the theory which has 
not been pronounced a mere invention by 
others. So we are still left in doubt as to the 
meaning of this definition. Furthermore, 
such a process as evolution supposes is not in 
accord with natural laws of which we have 
certain knowledge. Should we plant a stone 
in the earth, and give it millions of aeons to 
germinate and produce a tree, we know it 
would remain a stone. Should we place it 
under a hen, and give it an equal time to in- 
cubate, we know the result would be the 
same. It is simply inconceivable that germ- 
less matter should produce organized and 
living forms. The only law which applies is 
that stated by Prof. Huxley in his Science 
Primer—‘‘Living bodies differ from mineral 
bodies in their essential composition, in the 
manner of their growth, and in the fact that 
they are reproduced by germs”—and the 
supposed evolutionary process instead of be- 
ing in accordance with this law is contrary 
to it. The definition of LeConte, therefore, 
is not only a bald assumption but a bald self- 
contradiction, for the same authority, Prof. 
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Huxley, declares that “a true natural law is 
an universal rule, and, as such, admits of no 
exceptions.” Take the third factor of Le- 
Conte’s definition, “by means of resident 
forces.”” Here again questions immediately 
arise. Were these forces resident in each 
and every original particle of matter, or sub- 
sequently acquired? If acquired, where did 
they come from? Were they intelligent or 
unintelligent? Were they natural or super- 
natural? You may get from evolutionists 
any answers you wish to these questions. As 
Helmholtz says, it all depends on “the lean- 
ing’ of the author you consult. It may be 
said that Prof. LeConte should be allowed to 
put his own interpretation on his definition, 
to state what are the “change,” the “laws,” 
the “resident forces” it implies. But this 
would make it only a definition of his own 
theory. There is a vast difference between 
the definition of a general term and that of a 
particular theory. Evolutionists of all other 
schools would object to Prof. LeConte’s defi- 
nition as interpreted by himself. It is simply 
a question of “whose doxy is orthodoxy?” 
Explanation of the theory by definition is 
impossible because, as Lord Kelvin says, the 
theory itself is impossible. 

In truth, the opponents of evolution, in 
exposing the fallacies of the theory, have 
given a better insight of what its advocates 
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mean than do any of their definitions. Thus 
Sir J. W. Lawson, the eminent geologist, in 
his “Story of the Earth and Man,’ inci- 
dentally gives the scope of the theory by re- 
marking that it ‘‘solves the question of hu- 
man origin by the assumption that human 
nature exists potentially in mere organic 
matter, and that a chain of spontaneous de- 
rivation connects incandescent molecules or 
star-dust with the world and with man him- 
self.” This assumption is so feebly main- 
tained that the same able author character- 
izes the whole evolutionary argument as “an 
arbitrary arrangement of facts in accord- 
ance with a number of unproved hypothe- 
ses,” and he gives utterance to a weighty re- 
flection with which we may fittingly con- 
clude this part of our discussion: 

“This evolutionist doctrine is itself one of 
the strangest phenomena of humanity. It 
existed, and most naturally, in the oldest 
philosophy and poetry, in connection with 
the crudest and most uncritical attempts of 
the human mind to grasp the system of na- 
ture; but that, in our day a system destitute 
of any shadow of proof and supported mere- 
ly by vague analogies and figures of speech, 
and by the arbitrary and artificial coherence 
of its own parts, should be accepted as a 
philosophy, and should find able adherents 
to string upon its thread of hypotheses our 
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vast and weighty stores of knowledge, is 
surpassingly strange. It seems to indicate 
that the accumulated facts of our age have 
gone altogether beyond its capacity for gen- 
eralization ; and but for the vigor which one 
sees everywhere, it might be taken as an in- 
dication that the human mind had fallen 
into a state of senility, and in its dotage 
mistakes for science the imaginations which 
were the dreams of its youth.” 


iT; 


IT CONTRADICTS SOME OF THE FUNDAMEN- 
TAL TRUTHS OF SCIENCE. 


A careful reading of the works of evolu- 
tionary writers has led to two definite con- 
clusions: 

First, That untheistic evolution, the doc- 
trine pure and simple, is irreconcilable with 
the fundamental teachings of science. There 
are certain principles which the scientific 
world regards as settled, and to disturb 
which would shake the very foundation of 
all knowledge. One of these is the inertia 
of matter. Says John Fiske, “No system of 
particles, great or small, can acquire or lose 
rotation by any action going on within itself, 
any more than a man could pick himself up 
by his waistband and lift himself over a 
stone wall.” Spencer himself says: “As ex- 
pressed by Newton, the first law of motion 
is that ‘every body must persevere in its 
state of rest, or of uniform motion in a 
straight line, unless it be compelled to 
change that state by forces impressed upon 
it.’”’ Evolution begins with the disturbance 
of this established principle. It hypothet- 
ically supposes that.matter originally exist- 
ed in a homogeneous state of diffusiveness, 

ae 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION ~— 23 


and by a gradual process, aided by a “con- 
comitant dissipation of motion,’’ assumed 
definite forms. Now, if matter ever existed 
in a diffused and quiescent state, and all the 
energy of the universe was at the same time 
inactive, it is unthinkable that, without a 
moving cause independent of either, there 
should ever be activity—unless we give up 
the foundation principle of the inertia of 
matter. How does the evolutionist get over 
this difficulty? By inventing a cause, which 
Mr. Spencer calls “infinite and eternal ener- 
gy.” But this is mere assumption, unproved 
and unprovable, as he himself admits. In 
his “First Principles,” he says: ‘‘By the Per- 
sistence of Force we really mean the persis- 
tence of some Cause which transcends our 
knowledge and conception.” Prof. Huxley 
puts it still more emphatically: “Force is a 
name which we give to the unknown cause 
of the fact.” Now, if the force required to 
put in motion the process of evolution rep- 
resents an unknown cause, how could Mr. 
Spencer know it so well as to describe it as 
“infinite and eternal?”’ How could he know 
that it existed antecedently to the inert state 
of matter? How could he know whether it 
was inherent in matter, as chemical forces 
are now inherent in it, or existed independ- 
ently of inert matter? How could he know 
that it was natural, and not supernatural? 
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How could he know that just in the nick of 
time that his hypothesis demanded it should 
compel matter to change its state? Was he 
there as a witness? Science, as Prof. Hux- 
ley says, is “accurate knowledge’—not 
guess-work. As long as science teaches the 
inertia of matter, and evolutionists claim 
that this inertia was once universal, so long 
will science remain a witness that nothing 
but an infinite supernatural Power could dis- 
turb that inertia, for the inertia of matter 
can mean nothing more or less than the ab- 
sence of force, and if all matter were once 
inert it is unthinkable that any force could 
so impress it as to change its state unless it 
came from an immaterial source. 

Evolution is just as contradictory of the 
law of immutability of matter as it is of the 
law of the inertia of matter. ‘‘All elemen- 
tary substances are unchangeable in respect 
to their properties,” says Helmholtz, “and 
their exact conformity to law never suffers a 
moment’s interruption.” This agrees with 
Prof. Roscoe’s definition of simple elements, 
“Substances out of which nothing different 
can be got.” Says Helmholtz again: 
“Through all the varied phases of the phe- 
nomena of animate and inanimate nature, so 
far as we are acquainted with them, in all 
the astonishing results of chemical decom- 
position and combination, . . . the one law 
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of immutability of matter prevails as a ne- 
cesssity that knows no exception.” In his 
“Introductory Science Primer,” an embodi- 
ment of first principles, Prof. Huxley says: 
“Everything is the effect of something 
which preceded it as its cause.” This sim- 
ple and obvious scientific affirmation Mr. 
Spencer, as well as all other evolutionists, 
accepts, and makes it a foundation stone of 
the theory. Prof. Huxley, in the same work, 
says again: “Living bodies differ from min- 
eral bodies in their essential composition, in 
the manner of their growth, and in the fact 
that they are reproduced by germs. Thus 
there is a very broad distinction between 
mineral matter and living matter.” And 
still again, in his article on Biology in the 
Encyclopedia Britannica, he says: ‘There 
is not a shadow of trustworthy direct evi- 
dence that abiogenesis [spontaneous gener- 
ation] does take place or has taken place 
within the period during which the exist- 
ence of life on the globe is recorded.” De- 
spite all this utter lack of proof, he adheres 
to the belief that at some time in the shadowy 
past the living was evolved from the not-liv- 
ing, but admits that it requires an “act of 
philosophic faith” to support this belief! 
Verily, credulity is not to be charged against 
those only who believe in the supernatural. 
Even Tyndall finally declared: “I share 
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Virchow’s opinion that the theory of evolu- 
tion in its complete form involves the as- 
sumption that at some period or other of the 
earth’s history there occurred what would 
now be called spontaneous generation; but I 
also agree with him that the proofs are still 
wanting. I also hold with Virchow that the 
failures have been so lamentable that the 
doctrine is utterly discredited.” Hertwig 
says: “‘Notwithstanding all the progress of 
science, it must be maintained that the 
chasm between the animate and inanimate 
world, instead of being gradually bridged 
over, is only being made wider and deeper.” 
Even Spencer was forced to recant his ear- 
lier statements, and, to use his own lan- 
guage, “contended that the theory of a vital 
principle fails, and that the physico-chemi- 
cal theory also fails; the corollary being that 
in its ultimate nature life is incomprehensi- 
ble.” Every effort which science could put 
forth has been made to bridge this chasm, 
but in vain. Tyndall’s and Haeckel’s expe- 
riments, and conjectures without number, 
have been alike futile, the former echoing 
the general verdict when, in his “Fragments 
of Science,” he said: “What warrant does 
nature offer for such an assumption? Where, 
amid the multitude of vital phenomena in 
which her operations have been clearly 
traced, is the slightest countenance given to 
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the notion that the sowing of dead particles 
can produce a living crop?” Scientists gen- 
erally now unite in the assertion voiced by 
one of their eminent representatives, that 
“the beginning of life came upon the earth 
in some manner unknown to science.” That 
animal as well as vegetable life is sustained 
by chemical processes may be readily ad- 
mitted. Without the oxidation of the blood 
by means of respiration and the nutrition of 
the body by means of food digestion a man 
or animal must die. But while this may 
seem to indicate that life is a result of ma- 
terial organization, the fact remains that, as 
Prof. Huxley says, living bodies can be pro- 
duced only from germs. The germinating, 
that is, the life-giving principle, is no result 
of any material combination. Science, as we 
have seen, has come to recognize this. A re- 
cent critical writer on biology, Kaempffert, 
himself an evolutionist, says: “If there is 
one theory abhorred by the modern biologist 
above all others, it is that of the spontaneous 
generation of life.’ He would be a daring 
scientist indeed who would now risk his rep- 
utation on the assertion that life can be pro- 
duced by any other means than that of a liv- 
ing germ. Only a living germ can produce a 
living organism, and only a living organism 
can produce a living germ. Modern science 
pronounces this to be nature’s law, which 
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has found expression in the oft-repeated 
axiom, “Only life can beget life.” Even such 
a fanciful and purely speculative theory as 
that of the Swedish physicist, Arrhenius, de- 
nominated ‘‘Panspermy”—attributing the 
origin of life on our planet to a primal unit 
of living matter brought to our sphere by 
the action of light from some other planet— 
acknowledges the necessity of a life germ. 
If then, as science now declares, life is 
not an inherent property of matter, nor a 
product of any physico-chemical combina- 
tion of matter, the law of the immutability 
of matter makes it certain that it could not 
have been either at any time in the past. 
Untheistic evolution, therefore, plainly con- 
tradicts this law, for life, as a property or 
product of matter, is essential to the theory. 
In the light of the above admissions, which 
evolutionists themselves are compelled to 
make, Prof. Huxley’s egg illustration of the 
theory becomes a logical boomerang, which, 
instead of confirming, contradicts the theory. 
The egg, in order to development into a liv- 
ing organism, demands (1) a germ, (2) a 
living organism to impart that germ, (8) in- 
cubation, implying aid external to itself—all 
of which is in accord with inviolable laws of 
nature. Evolution demands the develop- 
ment of living organisms from germless 
matter, without external aid of any kind. If 
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we could see a highly complicated animal or- 
ganization developed from an unfertile egg, 
that would be an exact illustration of the ev- 
olutionary hypothesis; but, until we do see 
this, we must believe the theory contradic- 
tory of the fundamental teaching of science 
concerning the immutability of matter. 
Much more does mind emphasize this con- 
tradiction. The immateriality of mind, as to 
its origin and nature, is an accepted fact of 
science. John Fiske expresses the teaching 
of every school of evolution except the ag- 
nostic, when he says: “By no possibility can 
thought and feeling be in any sense the pro- 
ducts of matter.” lLocke’s work on the 
Mind, while not altogether in accord with 
more recent teaching, contains many argu- 
ments which have never been refuted. That 
for the separate existence of the mind from 
the body amounts tu a demonstration. To 
identify the mind with bodily sensations and 
their effects, he says, compels us “to accept 
the paradox that something which ex hypo- 
thesi is but a series of feelings can be aware 
of itself as a series.” The Encyclopedia 
Britannica quotes this, and says: ‘Paradox 
is too mild a word for it; even contradiction 
will hardly suffice;’” and adds, ‘What it 
knows can no more be identical with what is 
known than a weight with what it weighs.” 
Yet what this work, generally regarded as a 
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pre-eminent authority on science, and by 
some as an evolutionary compilation, pro- 
nounces as more than a paradox and more 
than a contradiction, every agnostic evolu- 
tionist must adopt as a part of his system. 
Some of this school have invented a term to 
denote the physical basis of all mental phe- 
nomena—psychoplasm—which the Standard 
Dictionary aptly defines as ‘‘a mystical term 
naming a hypothetical substance.” Others 
have called the same suppositious substance 
“atomic mind-stuff.” It is easy to bridge 
even impassable chasms with words of our 
own invention, but it is not everyone who 
will venture to cross them with nothing else 
to support him. 

It is difficult to account for the readiness 
of many to follow leaders of thought whose 
philosophy tends only to vagueness, except 
on the ground of what some one calls “the 
fondness of the human mind for obscurity.” 
Mr. Spencer would have us believe that all 
his own brilliant writings, as well as those 
of all geniuses who have ever written, have 
had no higher source than the gleaming 
light emitted by phosphorus. Prompted by 
such teaching, it has been seriously pro- 
claimed by some of his followers, as a dic- 
tum of science, that “thought is nothing but 
phosphorus.” Although he has spread over 
it the mantle of his own genius, we must, 
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as does the Encyclopedia Britannica, regard 
such erratic reasoning as more than a para- 
dox, more than a contradiction—as, what 
alone can be more than either—a ridiculous 
absurdity. No prominent scientist would 
now be guilty of such an absurdity as mak- 
ing self-conscious mind a property or pro- 
duct of matter. The palpable contradiction of 
both physical and psychical laws which this 
involves has prevented evolutionists them- 
selves, excepting utterly reckless advocates 
of the theory like Spencer, from carrying it 
out to its logical, or rather illogical, conclu- 
sion, that consciousness has been gradually 
developed from unconsciousness. Tyndall 
had no answer to give when Tennyson said 
to him, “No evolutionist is able to explain 
the mind of man, or how any possible phy- 
siological change of tissue can produce con- 
scious thought.” 

Conservative evolutionists agree with the 
statement made by Alfred Russell Wallace, 
when on a visit to this country he addressed 
the students of Johns Hopkins University, 
that “Evolution stops at psychology.” This 
is not only an admission that evolution fails 
to account for man’s higher nature, but it 
renders the entire theory a failure, for, our 
contention is, not only that the evolution of 
mind from matter contradicts the immuta- 
bility of matter, but that the immutability of 
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matter makes it impossible that evolution 
should produce even an animal body adapted 
to the uses of mind-intelligence. The con- 
verging point of the whole theory of evolu- 
tion, even according to the most conserva- 
tive teachers of the doctrine, is the produc- 
tion of a physical organization adapted to 
human intelligence, by “a blind rule of a law 
of nature without any intervention of intel- 
ligence,”’ (Helmholtz’s definition but not his 
opinion of the theory). Now, it is evident 
that, by whatever process a body was pro- 
duced adapted to the use of man’s intelli- 
gence, this process required an intelligence 
at least equal to that capable of using such 
a body. It is as impossible to conceive that 
this result could have been brought about 
without the aid of intelligence as to conceive 
that without such aid a locomotive could be 
evolved from a heap of scrap iron. Even 
man, with all his powers of invention, can- 
not make a machine adapted to the use of his 
fellows without employing a degree of intel- 
ligence corresponding to or exceeding that 
necessary to use the machine when made. 
Wallace and others have expressed the belief 
that it required much more than human in- 
telligence to produce man’s body, and have 
attributed it to a special act of God. Says 
Helmholtz: “The adaptability in the con- 
struction of the functions of the living body, 
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most wonderful at any time, and with the 
progress of science becoming still more so, 
was doubtless the chief reason that pro- 
voked a comparison of the vital processes 
with the actions of a principle acting like a 
soul.’ In the whole external world we know 
of but one series of phenomena possessing 
similar characteristics—we mean the ac- 
tions and deeds of an intelligent human be- 
ing; and we must allow that in innumerable 
instances the organic adaptability appears 
to be so extraordinarily superior to the ca- 
pacities of the human intelligence that we 
might feel disposed to ascribe to it a higher 
rather than a lower character.” If these 
great thinkers are correct, then it is clear 
that evolution contradicts the law of the im- 
mutability of matter, for the process de- 
mands an intelligence which matter does not 
possess. 

The axiom which forms the corner-stone 
of all science, that every effect must have an 
adequate cause, instead of supporting the 
theory of evolution, is the rock on which it 
splits. It is a fantastical conception which 
reverses all natural laws, discards the su- 
pernatural, and with no credentials but its 
own ipse dixit demands credence to such 
miracles as rest producing motion, chaos 
producing order, death producing life, in- 
sensate matter producing sentient beings, 
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and all of this combined—inert, dead, insen- 
sate matter—finally producing an intelligent 
and conscious being like man! No wonder 
Lord Kelvin asked, “Is there anything so ab- 
surd?” 

These unscientific postulates of the theory 
of untheistic evolution justify the same crit- 
icism which the late Dr. Valentine, one of 
our American scholars, bestowed on its chief 
exponent: “Mr. Spencer himself was not an 
original investigator of the phenomena of 
nature. He was essentially a philosopher, and 
with his head in the air and his seven- 
leagued boots on his feet, he simply strode 
across the chasms without clearly knowing 
they were there. But exact science, which 
wears no such magical foot-gear, has been 
obliged to halt. It has refused to follow 
Spencer.” 

The second conclusion to which a careful 
reading of evolutionary authors has led is, 
that, in attempting to escape these contra- 
dictions of fundamental truths of science, 
theistic evolutionists, by modifications of the 
theory, have made it contradictory of itself. 

We have already seen that John Fiske de- 
clares evolution impotent to overcome the 
inertia of matter. Alfred Russell Wallace, 
“co-discoverer with Darwin of the principle 
of natural selection,” declares it equally in- 
efficient to originate life: “No verbal expla- 
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nation, or attempt at explanation, such as 
the statement that life is the result of the 
molecular forces of the protoplasm, or that 
the whole existing organic universe, from 
amoeba up to man, was latent in the fire- 
mist from which the solar system was devel- 
oped, can afford any mental satisfaction, or 
help in any way to a solution of the mys- 
tery.” Fiske says again: “Modern discov- 
ery, so far from bridging over the chasm be- 
tween mind and matter, tends rather to ex- 
hibit the distinction between them as abso- 
lute.” These are confessions, on the part of 
Deistic evolution, that for the overcoming of 
the inertia of matter, for the origin of life, 
and for the creation of mind, a power super- 
ior to that of evolution was necessary. We 
can see some consistency in the agnostic 
view of the theory, which admits of no inter- 
ruption of the evolutionary process what- 
ever, but if Divine Power must be substitu- 
ted for evolution to bring about the most 
notable steps of the process, is it not, to re- 
verse a familiar saying, “a clipping of the 
theory to make it fit the universe?” It cer- 
tainly does not add to either its reasonable- 
ness or its credibility; for, if evolution is a 
method of Divine operation, to limit the ex- 
ercise of infinite wisdom and power to the 
difficult steps, and leave only the minor de- 
tails and easy steps to “natural forces,” is to 
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discount both the natural and the supernat- 
ural. 

No one will claim that either the agnostic 
or deistic view is a demonstrated theory, yet 
the Christian theologian who accepts it must 
accept it as a demonstration or he is at the 
very outset guilty of the greatest folly. “It 
would be folly to commit ourselves to it,” 
says Prof. Johnson, “until it is more firmly 
established in the confidence of scientific 
men.” And he quotes prominent evolution- 
ists to show the folly of those who have thus 
committed themselves. Thus Prof. Howison: 
“Since the diffusion of the doctrines of Dar- 
win and Spencer, the more alert portion of 
the religious world has exhibited a busy 
haste to readjust its theological conceptions 
to the new views. In fact, these efforts have 
been noticeable for their speed and adroit- 
ness, rather than for their large and consid- 
erate judgment. In their anxiety for har- 
mony with the new, they have not seldom 
lost sight of the cardinal truths in the old.” 

The Christian evolutionist not only out- 
does the agnostic and deist in giving too 
hasty credence to the new doctrine, but in 
accepting it as an improved medium through 
which to interpret religious truth manifests 
a still more unseemly inconsistency. Royce, 
the distinguished pupil of LeConte, says: 
“Evolution, to me, is not a process in the 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 387 


light of which we can hope to learn much 
either concerning the absolute or concerning 
the relation of the eternal to the temporal 
world. . . . Least of all could I hope to find 
in the consideration of this process, the so- 
lution of any metaphysical problem so fun- 
damental as are the problems of evil, of 
freedom, of immortality, or, in general, of 
the relations of the Absolute to the individ- 
ual.” This is a quite different view from 
that of Christian evolutionists, who seem to 
think they have found in this treasure casket 
of sublimated wisdom the keys of the king- 
dom of heaven. 

The Christian theologian who accepts evo- 
lution places himself in the dilemma which 
compels him either to neutralize the doc- 
trine of evolution so that it is unrecogniza- 
ble or to neutralize the supernatural charac- 
ter of Christianity so as to make it unrecog- 
nizable. To illustrate: All evolutionists 
make evolution a method of creation, at least 
as to the shaping of the material universe. 
The untheistic evolutionist attributes the be- 
ginning of creation to a natural cause which 
he terms an “infinite and eternal energy,” 
and which he assigns to the realm of the un- 
knowable. The Christian evolutionist ac- 
cepts the method, but says to the untheistic | 
evolutionist, “Whom therefore you ignorant- 
ly worship, him declare I unto you. In the 
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beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth.” He goes further, and makes all of 
nature’s operations manifestations of divine 
power, and carries this idea to an extent 
which closely borders on Pantheism. Thus 
Prof. LeConte: “Universal Divine energy, in 
a generalized condition, uwnindividuated, dif- 
fused, pervading all Nature, is what we call 
physical and chemical force.” By thus mak- 
ing the Divine immanence and energy the 
basis of the entire process of evolution, he 
flatly contradicts his own and every other 
definition of the theory, for by no wresting 
of language can “Divine energy” and “resi- 
dent forces” be made to harmonize in any 
scientific sense, although they may be made 
to do so in a remote theological sense. 
Strictly speaking, evolution excludes the idea 
of creation, for it excludes all outer agency, 
particularly supernatural agency. “It is a 
mechanical process,” says Prof. James Sul- 
ly. If evolution is “one continuous creative 
act,” and, according to the Christian evolu- 
tionary view, the forces of the universe are 
not created forces but direct divine energy, 
and all forms of matter but manifestations 
of this energy, then the universe cannot be 
distinguished from God, nor God from the 
universe. To bring in any outer agency is to 
neutralize if not to eliminate the idea of evo- 
lution. This Prof. LeConte does at the very 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 39 


outset, by virtually abandoning the theory 
of evolution for that of creation. “Every 
object is still a creation,” he says, “but not 
a separate creation—only a separate mani- 
festation of the one continuous creative act.” 
Creation, whether a separate or continuous 
act, is not evolution, but its antithesis, and is 
so recognized by all evolutionary writers ex- 
cept its Christian advocates. Furthermore, 
not only does this more than semi-pantheis- 
tic view eliminate the root idea of evolution, 
but it contradicts the generally accepted 
Christian doctrine of a Personal God. If 
the Divine Being is such, he can no more 
become “unindividuated,” as to any of his 
attributes, natural or moral, than can a hu- 
man being. And so, wherever the Christian 
theologian brings the supernatural into the 
evolutionary scheme, he must abandon the 
primary idea of evolution, as in accounting 
for the origin of physical life, the origin of 
the human soul, the divine nature of Christ, 
the miracles of the Bible, the Bible itself, the 
overrulings of Providence, and the facts of 
Christian experience. The only alternative 
is to give up the supernatural and reduce 
Christianity to a religion of reason instead 
of a religion of revelation, and Christian 
evolutionists show a decided inclination to 
make this surrender. This is the more in- 
consistent because of the growing inclina- 
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tion among sober scientists to return to the 
solid ground of rational knowledge and be- 
lief—that which puts spirit above matter, 
and makes science what it should be, “the 
handmaid of religion.” 

That all evolutionary teaching contradicts 
some of the fundamental truths of science 
will appear more clearly in our discussion of 
the point which follows. 


III. 


IT ATTEMPTS THE IMPOSSIBLE—TO BRING 
PSYCHICAL PHENOMENA WITHIN THE 
BOUNDS OF PHYSICAL SCIENCE. 


The evolutionary hypothesis has a purely 
physical basis. Every definition of evolution 
which has been given makes it a physical 
process involving only matter and force. As 
long as it is used to explain physical phe- 
nomena it carries with it some probability of 
its own truth. It exhibits fatal weakness as 
soon as it is pushed beyond this limit. There 
are other than physical phenomena in the 
universe—what most men of science recog- 
nize as psychical phenomena. “From this 
point of view,’ says Prof. LeConte, “man 
must be set over as an equivalent, not only 
to the whole animal kingdom, but the whole — 
of Nature besides.” He also makes this 
declaration: “I am quite sure that, if any 
animal, say a dog or a monkey, could be edu- 
cated up to the point of self-consciousness, 
(which, however, I am sure is impossible,) 
that moment he (no longer it) would become 
a moral responsible being.”’ And yet that is 
what must have happened if evolution is 
true. John Fiske, in “The Destiny of Man,” 
says, that human consciousness “cannot pos- 

Al 
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sibly be the product of any cunning arrange- 
ment of material particles is demonstrated 
beyond peradventure by what we know of 
the correlation of the physical forces.” 
Prof. Huxley, in “Evolution and Ethics,” 
distinguishes between the world of physics 
and the world of consciousness. He says 
still more explicitly, “It seems to me pretty 
plain that there is a third thing in the uni- 


verse, to wit, consciousness, which... . I 
cannot see to be matter or force.” And 
further: “I cannot conceive. ... how the 


phenomena of consciousness, as such and 
apart from the physical process by which 
they are called into existence, are to be 
brought within the bounds of physical 
science.” Says Prof. LeConte again: 
“Science, even in the case of the brain, can- 
not pass from the one kind of phenomena to 
the other. If she would study the inside she 
must abandon the owside—she must abandon 
the microscope and take to introspection.” 
This is an endorsement of what Helmholtz 
had said long before: “The natural sciences 
are for the most part in a position to reduce 
their inductions to sharply-defined general 
rules and principles; the moral sciences, on 
the other hand, have, in by far the most nu- 
merous cases, to do with conclusions arrived 
at by psychological instinct.” 

This irreconcilable difference between 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 48 


physical and psychical phenomena presents 
a barrier which evolutionists have simply 
found impossible to scale. Christian advo- 
cates of the theory, like Prof. LeConte, en- 
deavor to accomplish the impossible by in- 
venting what he himself calls “‘another kind 
of evolution,” which we cannot but regard as 
a nullification of the entire hypothesis. As 
to untheistic and agnostic evolutionists, 
some evade the issue, although made by in- 
dubitable facts, and fall back on a Saddu- 
ceeistic denial, like Prof. Huxley, who says: 
“Tf I try to think of the ‘spirit’ which a man, 
by this [the religious] hypothesis, carries 
about under his hat, as something devoid of 
relation to space, and as something indivisi- 
ble, even in thought, while it is, at the same 
time, supposed to be in that place and to be 
possessed of half a dozen different faculties, 
I confess I get quite lost.”” Others, like Mr. 
Spencer, refuse to recognize a world of con- 
sciousness as separate from the world of 
matter and force, and make the unproved 
and unprovable assertion that brain and 
consciousness are co-existent. This is Mr. 
Spencer’s language: “After contemplating 
the inscrutable relation between brain and 
consciousness, and finding that we can get 
no evidence of the existence of the last with- 
out the activity of the first, we seem obliged 
to relinquish the thought that consciousness 
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continues after physical organization has 
become inactive.” From these vague and 
contradictory opinions it is evident that in 
dealing with psychic phenomena, “somebody” 
has blundered, if evolution itself is not a 
blunder. Let us look a little closer into the 
matter. 

The Christian school of evolutionists make _ 
spirit dominant over matter although de- 
rived from it. “I believe,” says Prof. Le- 
Conte, ‘‘that the spirit of man was developed 
out of the anima or conscious principle of 
animals, and that this, again, was developed 
out of the lower forms of life-force, and this 
in its turn out of the chemical and physical 
forces of Nature.” Again, he says: “‘With 
the appearance of Man, another entirely dif- 
ferent and far higher factor was introduced, 
viz., conscious voluntary co-operation in the 
work of his own evolution—a conscious, vol- 
untary striving to attain an ideal . . . Rea- 
son, instead of Nature, now assumes control, 
though still using the methods and factors of 
Nature.” (Italics his.) Again: “In human 
progress man voluntarily co-operates with 
Nature in the work of evolution, and even 
assumes to take the process mainly into his 
own hands.” (Italics ours). Again: “The 
free self-determined acts of spirit on spirit, 
even of the spirit of man on the spirit of 
man, .... may be according to law, and 
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yet from the natural point of view be super- 
natural,” thus agreeing with Lord Kelvin, 
who expresses something of the same kind 
when he says that every act of man’s free 
will is a miracle. We could give some cred- 
ence to the doctrine of evolution as applied 
to physical phenomena, if the weight of evi- 
dence preponderated in its favor, for the hy- 
pothesis thus applied is not irrational; but 
as for this supernaturalized theory, which 
involves a purely physical or natural pro- 
cess, and yet ultimately evolves a supernat- 
ural being who is capable of taking the pro- 
cess mainly into his own hands as far as 
psychic development is concerned, with no 
evidence whatever to sustain this stupen- 
dous assumption, we cannot but regard it as 
. illogical and irrational in the extreme. It is 
an amalgamation of the strictly evolution- 
ary and strictly religious theories, in an at- 
tempt to reconcile the two, as Prof. LeConte 
himself admits—an endeavor which must 
prove hopeless as long as it depends on 
bringing psychic phenomena “within the 
bounds of physical science.” 

The Deistic school, represented by John 
Fiske, first deduce evolution from physical 
phenomena, and then, by the adoption of 
Berkelianism, (the dematerialization of 
matter,) make all the phenomena of the uni- 
verse of a psychic character, and thus re- 
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duce not only physical phenomena but evolu- 
tion itself to “airy nothingness.” We are 
not unfair in this statement, Fiske advo- 
cates evolution on precisely the same ground 
that Darwin, Huxley, and other leading au- 
thorities do, making it a purely physical pro- 
cess absolutely excluding supernaturalism, 
(a basis as material as the essence of mater- 
ialism itself,) and yet concludes his philo- 
sophic inquiries by saying: “We are led to 
the inference that what we call the material 
universe is but the manifestation of infinite 
Deity to our finite minds. Obviously, on this 
view, Matter—the only thing to which ma- 
terialists concede real existence—is simply 
an orderly phantasmagoria; and God and the 
soul—which materialists regard as mere fic- 
tions of the imagination—are the only con- 
ceptions that answer to real existences.” He 
says that he does not admit “the conclusion 
of Absolute Idealism, that nothing exists out- 
side of consciousness,” but all that he does 
“admit as existing independently of our own 
consciousness is the Power that causes in us 
those conscious states which we call the per- 
ception of material qualities.’ This makes 
Deistical evolution even more illogical and 
irrational than so-called Christian evolution, 
for if matter has “‘no existence apart from 
our minds,” then, despite all the word- 
bridges which can be constructed, matter un- 
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derwent the greater part of the evolutionary 
process before it had an existence, for mind 
had no existence while it was undergoing 
this change, and matter has “no existence 
apart from our minds”! Such is the ab- 
surd conclusion resulting from the attempt 
of the chief representative of this school to 
bring psychical phenomena “within the 
bounds of physical science.” 

Prof. Shaler declines to follow Fiske into 
the mazes of Berkelianism, but goes to an 
opposite extreme, and, like Spencer, contra- 
dicts the basal ideas of the mind by attrib- 
uting intelligence to unorganized matter. He 
transcends the obsolete vitalistic theory of 
Paracelsus and others, “that there exists a 
soul of life directing the organic processes 
which is endowed more or less with con- 
sciousness like the soul of man,” and invents 
a kind of “atomic theory” for the origin of 
intellect. In his thoroughly materialistic 
work, “The Individual,” he attempts an ar- 
gument for the evolution of the human mind 
from matter by investing the latter with an 
educable quality. He regards the atom as 
the first recognizable individual form in the 
universe, and the action and reaction and in- 
teraction of atoms as the first process by 
which intelligence received birth. He ac- 
counts for successive and higher degrees of 
mental advancement by crises which result- 
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ed in development of the organic from the 
inorganic, the sentient from the non-sent- 
ient, the self-conscious from the uncon- 
scious, and so on, but for these crises as- 
signs no other cause than “complexity.” He 
uses such terms as “invention,” “contriv- 
ance,” “provision,” “arrangement,” “adjust- 
ment,” “devised,” all on one page (33) to 
indicate the processes of development, and 
speaks of these processes as “intellectual and 
automatic cares.” If modern science has 
proved anything, it is that inert matter can- 
not change its form unless acted upon from 
without itself, that sentient life cannot be 
produced except by pre-existent life, and 
that self-consciousness is a phenomenon 
which neither the laws of matter or force 
can explain. Like all other evolutionists, 
Prof. Shaler bridges these chasms of crisis 
with mere words, thereby rendering himself 
another witness to the untenability of the 
evolutionary theory. By his doctrine of 
“complexity” he directly contradicts Fiske, 
who says that human consciousness ‘‘can- 
not possibly be the product of any cunning 
arrangement of material particles.” They 
each regard the other’s opinion concerning 
the nature of matter as absurd, and we may 
therefore be pardoned for thinking both so. 
While it passes the comprehension of an or- 
dinary thinker that intelligence should be 
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born of any complex arrangement of unin- 
telligent particles of matter, it is easy to see 
that the conflicting views of these two great 
minds give birth to a complexity of ideas 
amounting to confusion. — 

The agnostic school of evolutionists, rep- 
resented by Messrs. Darwin, Huxley, Spen- 
cer, and others, deal with psychic problems 
in various manner. Mr. Darwin, with his 
usual care and fairness, says: “Spiritual 
powers cannot be compared or classed by the 
naturalist: but he may endeavor to show, as 
I have done, that the mental faculties of man 
and the lower animals do not differ in kind, 
although immensely in degree.”’ Prof. Hux- 
ley, as we have already seen, admits the ex- 
istence of the phenomena of consciousness as 
separate and apart from physical phenom- 
ena and as being “beyond the reach of phys- 
ical science,” but refuses to admit spiritual 
existences, claiming that what are known as 
psychical phenomena may yet be accounted 
for on physical grounds, thus, if not contra- 
dicting himself, admitting that evolution 
fails to account for these phenomena. Mr. 
Spencer, whose speculations Mr. Darwin de- 
clared he could not understand, and which 
Prof. Huxley shrewdly said he would leave 
to be defended by their able author, boldly 
attempts to explain all the phenomena of 
mind and matter by evolution, but, in at- 
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tempting this, pursues a method which, says 
Prof. Bowne, one of America’s foremost 
metaphysicians, “consists in convicting the 
mind of fundamental contradictions in all its 
basal ideas.” 

As a mere hypothesis growing out of cer- 
tain physical phenomena, evolution offers a 
plausible explanation of some of the pro- 
cesses of nature, although other explana- 
tions just as plausible exist; but the attempt 
to use it to explain immaterial things puts 
it beyond the proof of even “convincing 
probability.” In seeking to bring psychic 
phenomena “within the bounds of physical 
science,” its advocates have committed as 
great an error as theologians would commit 
if they should insist on applying the moral 
law to the lower animals. 


IV. 


IT HAS NOT RISEN ABOVE THE PLANE OF 
SPECULATION. 


No theory has ever provoked such thor- 
ough research, and no research has ever 
been so thoroughly unrewarded by evidence. 
The only facts sufficient to prove the theory 
are wanting. In a letter to Prof. G. Mc. Price, 
the author of “Tllogical Geology,” the Assist- 
ant Professor of Zoology at Harvard in 1906, 
Prof. Parker, himself an evolutionist, says: 
“Even if all the evidence humanly possible 
were within reach and favorable, it would 
still leave the evolutionary explanation a 
theory, and I know of no way by which it 
could be dealt with as an observable fact.” 
Says Ranke: ‘The doctrine of descent leads 
into a mysterious forest where we find only 
a multitude of unsolved riddles.” When 
Prof. Virchow drove Prof. Tyndall into the 
corner from which he could not escape, and 
from which no evolutionist can escape, that 
the theory is unsupported by facts, Tyndall 
made this remarkable admission: ‘Those 
who hold the doctrine of evolution are by no 
means ignorant of the uncertainty of their 
data, and they only yield to it a provisional 
assent.” More than Lord Kelvin, among the 
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greatest minds of the scientific world, have 
pronounced the entire hypothesis “a fantas- 
tic speculation.” 

It is wholly unsupported by facts. The 
assertion that but one missing link needs to 
be supplied to connect man with the brute 
creation, and that the discovery of this one 
link would put the theory beyond doubt, has 
been repeated until it has become a popular 
delusion. It has been urged that the whole 
trend of evolution points to the prospective 
discovery of fossil remains which will sup- 
ply this missing link, and that one such spec- 
imen will establish the theory.’ But, is it 
reasonable to regard anything less than an 
entire race of living specimens of an inter- 
mediate character as a sufficient evidence of 
man’s connection with the ape race? Should 
not his immediate ancestors be at least as 
numerous as those more remote? Does not 
the principle of ‘‘the survival of the fittest’ 
demand that a pithecoid race should survive 
the ape race? For a time such a race was 
looked for with the same expectancy as fos- 
sil remains of a half human kind were sub- 
sequently expected to be found. When the 
gorilla was discovered enthusiastic evolu- 
tionists prematurely heralded to the world 
the discovery of “the missing link,” but no 
one now looks upon this animal as indicating 
man’s descent from brute ancestry. “Every 
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bone of a gorilla,” says Prof. Huxley, “bears 
marks by which it might be distinguished 
from the corresponding bone of a man; and, 
in the present creation, at any rate, no in- 
termediate link bridges over the gap be- 
tween Homo and Troglodytes.”’ 

Geological research has resulted in no dis- 
covery tending to support the evolutionary 
doctrine. If remains of extinct species of 
animals ages older than man are to be found 
in geological strata, it is inexplicable that 
none of a pithecoid type immediately pre- 
ceding man should be found. In the nature 
of the case, geology should at this point con- 
firm instead of refute the evolutionary 
theory, yet says the Assistant Professor of 
Harvard above quoted: “In my opinion 
there would have been no evolution theory, 
had science had only what geology up to the 
present has unearthed for us.” “It is a 
singular and a notable fact,” says Sir Henry 
Howorth, “that while most other branches 
of science have emancipated themselves 
from the trammels of metaphysical reason- 
ing, the science of geology still remains im- 
prisoned in @ priori theories.” Every now 
and then it has been seriously proclaimed by 
some amateur evolutionist that the great 
paleontological discovery has been made—a 
more than simian and less than human form 
—only to prove a blunder of ignorance. In 
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the present state of the science of paleon- 
tology, even evolutionists are becoming 
hopeless of such a solution of the problem. 
The fable of “the missing link” has no better 
support than the fables of ancient mytholo- 
gy. No discovery has yet been made which 
indicates that man now differs anatomically 
from what he was in the beginning. Two 
human skeletons found at the mouth of a 
cave in the commune of Spy, in Belgium, 
were supposed to be the oldest yet discover- 
ed. In speaking of these, one of the discov- 
erers, M. Fraipont (endorsed by Prof. Hux- 
ley) said: “To sum up, we consider our- 
selves to be in a position to say that, hav- 
ing regard merely to the anatomical struc- 
ture of the man of Spy, he possessed a great- 
er number of pithecoid characters than any 
other race of mankind ... The other and 
much more numerous characters of the 
skull, of the trunk, and of the limbs, seem to 
be all human. Between the man of Spy and 
an existing authropoid ape there lies an 
abyss.” After an exhaustive study of the 
subject, Prof. Huxley says: ‘‘The fossil re- 
mains of man hitherto discovered do not 
seem to me to take us appreciably nearer to 
that lower pithecoid form, by the modifica- 
tion of which he has, probably, become 
what he is.” And again: “To sum up our 
knowledge of the ethnological part of man: 
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so far as the light is bright, it shows him 
substantially as he is now; and, when it 
grows dim, it permits us to see no sign that 
he was other than he is now.” About 1891 
Dr. Dubois discovered a few bones in the 
island of Java. As they seemed to differ 
from human bones, but were evidently those 
of a creature walking upright, it was again 
heralded that “the missing link” had been 
found—an animal between a man and an 
ape—and with great ado the high priests of 
evolution christened it the Pithecanthropus 
erectus. In 1906 the Berlin Academy of 
Science sent a commission to Java to make 
an investigation in keeping with Huxley’s as- 
sertion that only “accurate knowledge” can 
be called science. This commission reported 
that the geological formation in which the 
bones were found is many ages younger 
than that to which the discoverer had as- 
signed them, bringing them down to the 
period of the human race, and the further 
discovery of the remains of a fire-place in 
the same stratum proves beyond all doubt 
that the bones are those of a man. In spite 
of all the researches which have ever been 
made, the stubborn fact remains that no evi- 
dence has been found to connect man with 
the brute creation. “In the present condi- 
tion of our knowledge and of our methods,” 
said Prof. Huxley, ‘one verdict—‘not proven 
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and not provable’—must be recorded against 
all grand hypotheses of the paleontologist 
respecting the general succession of life on 
the globe.” Since his day improved meth- 
ods have failed to change the verdict. In- 
deed, it now seems probable it may be 
changed so as to make it one decidedly ad- 
verse to the evolutionary theory. Perhaps 
the most important discovery in paleontolo- 
gy that has yet been made is that of Dr. 
Schoetensack at Maur, near Heidelberg, be- 
ing a part of the skeleton of a man of un- 
doubtedly great antiquity. Being found in 
what is pronounced to be a pre-glacial de- 
posit, the discovery greatly adds to the pre- 
sumptive evidence of the antiquity of the hu- 
man race. But, to the consternation of evo- 
lutionists, it adds more to the presumptive 
evidence which disproves their hypothesis, 
for it is now admitted that no anthropoid 
stage preceded the period in which this man 
of Maur must have lived, and every mark 
about him, especially the dentition, makes 
him unmistakably human. Certain concom- 
itant circumstances render the evidence 
against evolution in this case still more 
striking, as the finding of weapons and tools 
of flint in this pre-glacial grave, showing 
that the men of that distant period buried 
their dead in belief of a future life. Unless 
further investigation should reveal this later 
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discovery to be coupled with erroneous con- 
clusions, as all preceding it have been 
shown to be, it will silence every claim 
which evolution can make on geology for 
support, for it will prove the real man to 
have preceded the ape-man race. 

Just where evolution needs the strongest 
proof to support its claim as a true hypothe- 
sis, therefore, it exhibits the greatest weak- 
ness. It confesses to a “missing link’? which 
is the most important and the most essential 
to complete the chain. If this were the only 
point of failure, however, there would still 
be a strong presumption of the correctness — 
of the hypothesis. So much has been made 
of this one missing link, as if it were the 
only one, that the fact has been overlooked 
that such is the difference between man and 
the nearest of the brutes that, as Prof. 
Shaler says, it “is an interval fit to be com- 
pared with the spaces between the planets,” 
and “if the intermediate forms between man 
and the highest of the living apes are ever 
discovered, we will have not a ‘missing link,’ 
but a long chain made up of many species.” 

Casual students of the doctrine also lose 
sight of the fact that every important link 
preceding this one emphasized interval is 
missing. Evolutionists now differ from Dar- 
win in making the theory of universal appli- 
cation, while he made it simply a biological 
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hypothesis. The two theories stand or fall 
together, nevertheless, as leading writers on 
the subject acknowledge. Thus Huxley: 
“The question of the relation of man to the 
lower animals resolves itself, in the end, in- 
to the larger question of the tenability or 
untenability of Mr. Darwin’s views.” Prof. 
LeConte says the discussion of the question, 
What is evolution? is narrowed to the point 
of the process of change in the organic king- 
dom, and repeatedly speaks of Mr. Darwin 
as the chief interpreter of this process. Now, 
Mr. Darwin himself does not claim to have 
discovered one link of certainty of the many 
which are necessary to complete his evolu- 
tionary chain, but rests the whole theory on 
probability. A recent writer names him as 
the most conspicuous example of “an atro- 
phied imagination,’”’- but cautious and care- 
ful as he was as a scientific investigator, he 
relied more upon his imagination than upon 
any other faculty for the development of his 
theory. He himself says of his evolutionary 
opinions, “Many of the views which have 
been advanced are highly speculative, and 
some no doubt will prove erroneous.” We 
give below his own summary of his argu- 
ment for the “Descent of Man” (Chap. 
XXI). The italicized words and the remarks 
in brackets indicate the numerous missing 
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links and the use he made of his imagination 
to supply them: 

“By considering the embryological 
structure of man,—the homologies he 
presents with the lower animals,—the 
rudiments which he retains,—and the 
reversions to which he is liable, we can 
partly recall in imagination the former 
condition of our early progenitors; and 
can approximately place them in their 
proper place in the zoological series. We 
thus learn that man is descended from a 
hairy, tailed [imaginary] quadruped, 
probably arboreal in its habits, and an 
inhabitant of the Old World. This 
[imaginary] creature, if its whole struc- 
ture had been examined by a natural- 
ist, would have been classed amongst the 
Quadrumana, as surely as the still more 
[imaginary] ancient progenitor of the 
Old and the New World monkeys. The 
Quadrumana and all the higher mam- 
mals are probably derived from an an- 
cient [imaginary] amphibian-like crea- 
ture, and this again from some [imag- 
inary] fish-like animal. In the dim ob- 
security of the past we can see that the 
[imaginary] early progenitor of all the 
Vertebrata must have been an [imagi- 
nary] aquatic animal, provided with 
branchiz, with the two sexes united in 
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the same individual, and with the most 
important organs of the body (such as 
the brain and heart) imperfectly or not 
at all developed. This animal seems to 
have been more like the larve of the 
existing marine Ascidians than any oth- 
er known form.” 

Just where his hypothesis most needs to be 
supported by fact he is compelled to substi- 
tute the imaginative features we have indica- 
ted. The gaps between mollusk and fish, be- 
tween fish and reptile, between reptile and 
mammal, and between the quadrumana and 
man, are all bridged by the imagination 
alone. The best that leading evolutionists 
can say of the Darwinian theory is, in the 
words of John Fiske, that it is of “convinc- 
ing probability.” But, when we consider 
that the embryological, homological, rudi- 
mentary, and reversionary arguments on 
which Darwin bases his sum total of prob- 
ability have been in part contradicted and 
denied by evolutionary scientists as eminent 
as himself, like Wallace, Weismann, Hugo de 
Vries, and others, the mere probability sus- 
taining the theory is minimized to such an 
extent that its foundation is reduced to one 
of mere speculation instead. It is, in fact, a 
chain of missing links. 

Furthermore, the doctrine of probability, 
instead of favoring the theory, tends to dis- 
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prove it. The considerations urged in its 
support are all probabilities of a minor char- 
acter. It is freely admitted by the most 
eminent evolutionists that the discovery of 
one of the necessary essential connecting 
links would outweigh all other so-called evi- 
dence which has been adduced. If these 
connecting links have ever been in existence, 
the probability of their discovery is just as 
great as is that which preceded the discov- 
ery of the orders of organized being known 
to science. It is the height of improbability 
that they should all remain undiscovered. 
We therefore conclude, with Sir J. W. Daw- 
son, that “we may say, if we please, that all 
the connecting links have been lost; but this 
is begging the whole question, since nothing 
but the existence of such links could render 
the hypothesis of derivation possible.” The 
failure to establish the theory on the ground 
of fact is so complete that Darwinism, once 
its chief support, has been altogether re- 
jected by more recent evolutionists. As one 
of our scholarly writers says, “No cautious 
and well-informed scientist will now risk his 
reputation on fully endorsing evolution as 
expounded by Darwin.” May we not then 
say, with Prof. Townsend, that “it is ques- 
tionable whether any theory in the history 
of science has been any more completely and 
tragically used up by provokingly unreason- 
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able facts than the theory of evolution; and 
in saying this, there is not meant Darwin- 
ism, or any given process of evolution, 
whether that of natural selection, survival 
of the fittest, or some other, but evolution as 
taught in our American schools, colleges 
and universities.” 

Not only is the theory unsupported by 
facts, but it fails under the experimental 
test. There is not a known natural law 
which is not capable of demonstration by 
experiment. If, as its advocates claim, evo- 
lution is such a law, and the most potent of 
all laws, it ought to be susceptible of like 
demonstration. Here again, however, it has 
met with utter failure. Prof. Tyndall, au- 
thor of the famous experiments by which he 
thought to demonstrate the evolutionary con- 
comitant of spontaneous generation, ended 
his attempt by putting on record the re- 
markable testimony we have already quoted, 
“that the failures have been so lamentable 
that the doctrine is utterly discredited.” 
The protoplasmic experiments of Heckel and 
others of his school have been equally dis- 
astrous to the hopes of those who performed 
them. . Dr. Burke’s hasty conclusion that he 
had discovered a source of life in the action 
of radium on certain gelatine solutions was 
as speedily corrected; and Stephane Leduc’s 
equally mistaken conclusion, that certain 
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flower-like forms obtained from a chemical 
combination were endowed with vegetable 
life, was equally short-lived. Numerous 
have been the endeavors to produce the 
transmutation of species among plants and 
animals, but the only result has been to con- 
firm the teachings of the highest science, 
that the evolution of one species from an- 
other is as absurd as it is impossible. 

“We of the present day,” says Helmholtz, 
“have already sufficient insight to know that 
the laws of nature are not things which we 
can evolve by any speculative method.” Mr. 
Darwin made a sincere and honest attempt 
to deduce the theory of evolution from the 
facts of natural history which he accumula- 
ted by amazing patience and painstaking 
methods; but, as Prof. Shaler says, “Even 
the inventor of the notion lost faith in it be- 
fore his death.” There has not been a writer 
on the subject since his day who has dealt 
with it other than by way of speculation. 
Time has proved it too weak to rise above 
that low plane. 


V. 


ITS ADVOCATES ARE AT VARIANCE WITH EACH 
OTHER. 


There is no subject under discussion, in 
the literary, scientific, or theological world, 
on which there are more differences of opin- 
ion than that of evolution. If these varying 
opinions concerned non-essential details on- 
ly, they would not affect the question at 
large; but they have respect to vital points 
which concern the entire scope of the hy- 
pothesis. Prof. Johnson’s unquestioned 
analysis of the theory shows that it is com- 
posed of three essential factors: 

“1. There is in the universe an uninter- 
rupted progress from the lower to the high- 
er. 

“2. This progress is achieved exclusively 
by natural forces residing in the universe. 

“3. These forces act continuously and in 
a uniform manner, without interruption or 
variation caused by any other agency.” 

The first of these supreme factors is the 
only one on which there is a unanimity of 
agreement among advocates of the doctrine; 
but while they agree that it states the doc- 
trine, they are equally unanimous in the ad- 
mission that it is unproven. With this we 
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have no fault to find, as it is only by means 
of a hypothetical basis, in some cases, that 
discoveries of truth can be made. The fact 
remains, however, that this first factor is 
mere assumption, and that the only essential 
point on which evolutionists agree is this as- 
sumption. 

As to the second factor, there is such wide 
divergence of opinion and assertion that it 
is left almost unrecognizable. That evolu- 
tionary progress is achieved exclusively by 
forces resident in matter is accepted in gen- 
eral terms by all who hold the theory, but 
whoever attempts to ascertain what these 
natural forces are will meet with such con- 
fusing contradictions that he will soon aban- 
don the case as hopeless. Spencer attributes 
to matter an “infinite and eternal energy” 
which he conveniently borrows from his 
“doctrine of the unknowable,” all of which 
Darwin professes himself incapable of un- 
derstanding. Darwin makes sexual selec- 
tion one of the more potent elements in the 
evolutionary scheme; Wallace directly op- 
poses him on this and other points. Bastian, 
Haeckel, and others, hold that evolution and 
spontaneous generation must stand or fall 
together; Tyndall and others have demon- 
strated spontaneous generation to be a scien- 
tific fable. Spencer says further, “either 
there has been inheritance of acquired 
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characters or there has been no evolution” ; 
Weisman declares such heredity to be mere 
assumption. Prof. Shaler gives an educable 
quality to matter; John Fiske ridicules this 
idea. Materialistic evolutionists insist on 
making human evolution identical with or- 
ganic evolution; idealistic advocates of the 
doctrine insist on separating them. Un- 
theistic evolutionists claim that the theory 
altogether excludes supernaturalism; theis- 
tic evolutionists claim that it does not. And 
soon. The simple fact is, that evolutionists 
themselves have so torn to pieces this second 
supreme factor of the hypothesis that there 
is hardly a shred left. 

As to the third essential point, we find 
again a divergence of opinion which is alto- 
gether amazing. One would think the con- 
tinuity of the evolutionary process the most 
essential feature, as any break or stop would 
at once invalidate its claim to be the univer- 
sal law of nature; but at every step of the 
process we find this continuity broken to ac- 
commodate the previous views of its inter- 
preters. Materialistic evolutionists alone in- 
sist upon the literal interpretation of this 
point, and hold that the theory accounts for 
the development of inorganic matter into 
organic forms, of insensate forms into sent- 
tient existences, and of mere sentient beings 
into self-conscious humanity, all of which is 
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owing to the potency in matter, no super- 
natural power being needed or being in ex- 
istence. All other schools of evolutionists 
differ from this view. Even Agnostics who 
are not materialists, while not committing 
themselves, say a supernatural power may 
or mgy not have begun the process and may 
or may not end it. Deistic evolutionists per- 
mit the continuity of the process to be inter- 
rupted by Divine power to account for its 
beginning, for the introduction of life, for 
the creation of mind, and by some for the 
separate creation of the human body, al- 
though none of them agree on all these 
points. Christian evolutionists have found 
such difficulty in adapting the hypothesis to 
their view of the universe and its Creator, 
that they bring in Divine power, not as an 
interruption merely, but as an interposition, 
and thoroughly denaturalize the process by 
substituting supernatural for natural forces, 
making it a continuous creation, which is al- 
together at variance with the primary idea 
of evolution. They find it so directly in con- 
flict with man’s self-consciousness, moral 
sense, and free will, also, that this primary 
idea is again abandoned for “another kind 
of evolution,” which actually engages in con- 
_ flict with and overcomes the original pro- 
cess so as to keep up the continuity of pro- 
gress! After following the line or argument 
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for the Christian view, we were prepared 
for the conclusion with which Prof. LeConte. 
ends his treatise on the evidences of evolu- . 
tion: “It cannot be too strongly insisted on 
that the fact of evolution as a universal law 
must be kept distinct from the causes, the 
factors, the conditions, the processes, of evo- 
lution. The former is certain, the latter are 
still imperfectly understood.” This is a 
confession of the weakness of evolution such 
as no other writer on the subject has made, 
for it is a declaration that the only thing 
concerning it which “is certain” is the first 
factor in the hypothesis, (which all other 
evolutionists admit is an unproved and un- 
provable assumption,) while all else—“the 
causes, the factors, the conditions, the pro- 
cesses ... are still imperfectly under- 
stood.” Furthermore, this confession, by 
contradicting its own terms, proves the en- 
tire theory one of weakness. Prof. Huxley’s 
statement, that “the laws of nature are not 
the causes of the order of nature, but only 
our way of stating as much as we have made 
out of that order,” is one of the axioms of 
science. If then, in its supposed operation, 
evolution is so imperfectly understood, how 
can it be so perfectly understood in the ab- 
stract as to render it certain? Can we know 
more of it than we have made out of it? 
Can we predicate certainty of it as a law 
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while the supposed “causes, the factors, the 
conditions, the processes,” are still involved 
in uncertainty? Not if science is “accurate 
knowledge.” 

We have said enough to show that the va- 
rious schools of evolutionists are at variance 
with one another, and that these variances 
are such as to nullify the entire doctrine. 
The same may be said of individual authors 
of works interpreting the theory within 
these several schools. No two of them agree. 
We challenge any one to produce two vol- 
umes on evolution by different writers 
which give the same interpretations of the 
general terms constituting any definition of 
the theory extant. The treatment of the 
subject by its advocates has been as fantas- 
tical as the theory itself has been pronounced 
by some of the most eminent of scientists. 


VI. 


IT IS DISCREDITED BY MANY GREAT LEADERS OF 
THE SCIENTIFIC WORLD. 


Not all evolutionists are men of science, 
and not all men of science are evolutionists. 
We have read in magazine and newspaper 
articles, we have heard from the platform, 
and even from the pulpit, the assertion that 
evolution is generally accepted by the scien- 
tific world. This amazing assertion is proof 
positive that those who make it have little 
acquaintance with the world whereof they 
speak. The truth is that only a few eminent 
scientists have unqualifiedly committed 
themselves to the theory, while many more 
have declared against it. Who can name 
half a score of men of science, (not ama- 
teurs,) with the whole world to select from, 
who have accepted evolution as unqualifiedly 
as did Herbert Spencer? Is he not the only 
English writer on the subject who has had 
the courage to carry out the theory to its 
logical sequences? A few French and Ger- 
man authors have done the same, but, like 
Spencer, they have, without exception, based 
their views on speculative philosophy rather 
than on scientific investigation. 

As is well known, Mr. Darwin in his later 
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years expressed the conviction that only a 
Supreme Power and Intelligence can account 
for the phenomena of the universe, a virtual 
admission that evolution cannot do so. In 
the words of Prof. Shaler, already quoted, 
“Even the inventor of the notion lost faith 
in it before his death.” 

Prof. Huxley is frequently named as an 
unqualified evolutionist, and yet he never 
urged the doctrine save as an hypothesis, ad- 
mitting that it is wanting in satisfactory 
evidence. This is what he says in Chapter 
II of ‘““Man’s Place in Nature”: “The ques- 
tion of the relation of man to the lower ani- 
mals resolves itself, in the end, into the 
larger question of the tenability or untena- 
bility of Mr. Darwin’s views ... Our ac- 
ceptance of the Darwinian hypothesis must 
be provisional so long as one link in the chain 
of evidence is wanting.” That one such link, 
and that the most important, is wanting, he 
himself admits, and no one will deny. 

One class of scientists have devoted their 
energies to the exploration of the realm of 
speculation, and have given to the world 
nothing but great fanciful theories. Anoth- 
er class have adhered to the realm of fact, 
and have proved their method to be the true 
one by giving to the world great practical 
discoveries. It is significant that the latter 
class have been almost unanimous in reject- 
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ing evolution. The late Lord Kelvin was 
without doubt the most conspicuous figure 
in the scientific world at the time of his 
death (1907). The Paris Revue, in a mem- 
orial article, pronounced him ‘“‘the greatest 
English scientist since the time of Newton.” 
A leading periodical of our own country, in 
noticing his decease, said: “It would be diffi- 
- cult to find in the realm of science a rival to 
the character and reputation of William 
Thomson, Lord Kelvin. .. He did more 
than any other man living or dead to intro- 
duce accurate methods of measuring elec- 
tricity, and outside of that sphere he made 
many inventions.” The success of the At- 
lantic cable was made possible by his mirror 
galvanometer. At a memorial meeting held 
in New York City, attended by many noted 
scientists, a resolution was adopted which 
thus described him: “The greatest exponent 
of contemporary science; a man whose con- 
tributions to the advancement of knowledge 
and whose inventions for ameliorating the 
conditions of mankind give him place in his- - 
tory as one of the greatest benefactors of 
the human race.” This “greatest English 
‘scientist since the time of Newton”—this 
man of learning and achievement of whom 
‘St would be difficult to find in the realm of 
science a rival”—this “greatest exponent of 
contemporary science”’—this acknowledged 
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genius, certainly the peer of any mind of the 
past century, in his public addresses and 
published writings, dealt such blows of calm 
and forceful reasoning against evolution 
that most of the best minds that survive 
him, in Great Britain, if not in all Europe, 
agree in his oft-repeated conclusion that it 
is “an absurd and impossible theory.” His 
last address as President of the British As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Science 
was a masterful argument in refutation of 
evolution, evidently carrying with it the sen- 
timent of that entire learned body, as it 
elicited no dissent whatever. 

In another address, delivered a few years 
prior to his death, Lord Kelvin quoted the 
world-renowned chemist, Baron Liebig, as 
agreeing with his views. “Forty years ago,” 
he remarked, “I asked Liebig, walking some- 
where in the country, if he believed that the 
grass and flowers which we saw around us 
grew by mere chemical force. He answered, 
‘No! no more than I could believe that a 
book of botany describing them could grow 
by mere chemical forces.’ ” 

Sir J. W. Dawson, whose original discov- 
eries in geology have given him high rank 
as a scientist, in his “Story of the Earth and 
Man,” says: “Evolution begins with mere 
assumption, the assumption that matter 
originally existed as an unorganized sub- 
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stance potentially including all subsequent 
creatures. It further assumes that matter 
is capable of indefinite variability, so that all 
substances of which we have knowledge are 
mutually convertible, although this is abso- 
lutely contrary to experience, as chemistry, 
botany, zoology, and all science proves.” 

Prof. Virchow, who is unsurpassed among 
European scholars, says: “Any attempt to 
find the transition from animal to man has 
ended in a total failure. The middle link has 
not been found and will not be found. Man 
is not descended from the ape.” 

Barraude, the great paleontologist of Bo- 
hemia and of Europe, as quoted from Sir J. 
W. Dawson, “has recently in an elaborate 
memoir on the Trilobites, traced these [con- 
verging and lost types] and other points 
through all their structure and their whole 
succession in geological time, thereby elab- 
orating a most powerful inductive argument 
against the theory of evolution, and conclud- 
ing that, so far from the history of these 
creatures favoring such a theory, it seems as 
if expressly contrived to exclude its possi- 
bility.” 

Pasteur, the great French scholar of 
world-wide fame, says: “Posterity will one 
day laugh at the foolishness of the modern 
materialistic philosophers.” 

Ranke says: “The doctrine of descent 
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leads into a mysterious forest where we find 
only a multitude of unsolved riddles.” 

Prof. Bowne, formerly of Boston Univer- 
sity, says: ‘Mr. Spencer’s method [the evo- 
lutionary argument] in establishing his ag- 
nosticism consists in convicting the mind of 
fundamental contradictions in all its basal 
ideas.”’ 

Prof. Franklin Johnson, of the University 
of Chicago, in ‘The Christian’s Relation to 
Evolution” has furnished not only a complete 
answer to Prof. LeConte’s theory of Chris- 
tian Evolution, but, suggestively, one of the 
strongest protests against the doctrine in 
general that has as yet been written. 

John Muir, known as ‘the sage of the 
Sierras,’ famed in literature and natural 
science, says: ‘“Evolution!—a wonderful, 
mouth-filling word, isn’t it? It covers a 
world of ignorance. Just say ‘evolution’ and 
you have explained every phenomenon of 
nature and explained away God. It sounds 
big and wise. Evolution, they say, brought 
the earth through its glacial periods, caused 
the snow-blanket to recede and the flower- 
carpet to follow it, raised the forests of the 
world, developed animal life from the jelly- 
fish to the thinking man. But what caused 
evolution? There they stick.” 

Tennyson, who was not a scientist, but 
who was one of those geniuses who illus- 
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trate in high degree what Helmholtz said, 
that “the moral sciences . . . in by far the 
most numerous cases, have to do with con- 
clusions arrived at by psychological in- 
stinct,” voiced his rejection of evolution in 
the words: 

“Let him, the wiser man who springs 

Hereafter, up from childhood shape 

His action like the greater ape, 

But I was born to other things.” 

Prof. Beale, of King’s College, London, 
says: “In support of all naturalistic conjec- 
tures concerning man’s origin, there is not 
at this time a shadow of scientific evidence.” 

Dr. Snow, of the Cancer Hospital of Lon- 
don, says that the organism of animals is so 
different from that of human beings that no 
direct inference can be drawn from the ob- 
servation by vivisection of similar phenom- 
ena in the two species. 

Prof. Fleischmann, of Erlangen, says: 
“The Darwinian theory has in the realms of 
Nature not a single fact to confirm it. It is 
not the result of scientific research, but 
purely the product of the imagination.” 

Prof. Thomas Hunt Morgan, of Columbia 
University, N. Y., in an address before the 
Federation of American Societies for Expe- 
rimental Biology recently gave emphatic 
warning against the prevalent blind accep- 
tance of the theory of evolution, pointing out 
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that it is founded on insecure data, and as- 
serting that it is creating in the minds of 
young students a needless skepticism in re- 
gard to God and theology. - 

Count Alfred Korzybski, the noted Polish 
scientist, says: “The common assumption 
that man originated from the animal is a 
criminal misconception.” 

Dr. Etheridge, Fossiologist of the British 
Museum, says: “Nine-tenths of the talk of 
evolutionists is sheer nonsense, not founded 
on observation and wholly unsupported by 
facts. This Museum is full of proofs of the 
utter falsity of their views.” 

Time would fail us to quote from the Duke 
of Argyli, Sir J. R. Bennett, Balfour, Brews- 
ter, Buckland, Cuvier, Dana, Davy, Faraday, 
Florens, Franke, Gladstone, Herschell, Kirk- 
man, Lotze, Maury, Maxwell, Milne-Ed- 
wards, Hugh Miller, Mivert, Motley, Max 
Muller, Owen, Quatrefages, Salisbury, Silli- 
man, Tait, Von Baer, Rennert of Halle, Goette 
of Strasburg, Zoeckler of the University of 
Greifswald, Wilhelm Wundt of Leipsic, 
Lionel S. Beale, of King’s College, London, 
Pres. J. D. Eggleston, of Hampden-Sidney 
College, Va., Prof. G. Mc. Price, Pacific Un- 
ion College of California, Prof. S. C. Holmes, 
of the University of California, Pres. Fair- 
hurst of Kentucky State University, and 
others on both sides of the Atlantic, who 
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have wholly or in large part discredited the 
evolutionary hypothesis. Prof. Kellogg, of 
Leland Stanford University, in his “Darwin- 
ism Today,” says a cloud of witnesses 
against its tenets rise up in professors of 
Botany, of Zoology, of Paleontology, and of 
Pathology, in the universities of Berlin, Vi- 
enna, Strassburg, Tubingen, Amsterdam, 
and elsewhere. 

The weight of scientific opinion is decid- 
edly against evolution, and why the theory 
should be incorporated with biological in- 
struction in so many of our schools is inex- 
plicable on any other ground than that these 
institutions have become less thorough than 
they once were and prefer novelty and spec- 
ulation to accuracy of research—that, as 
the words of John Muir suggest, those who 
control these institutions think “it sounds 
big and wise” to incorporate evolution in 
their curricula. 


VEE, 


THE PRESENT TREND OF SCIENCE INDICATES 
THE ULTIMATE COLLAPSE OF THE THEORY. 


No theory has ever been invented which is 
of so little practical benefit. It is of no ben- 
efit whatever to religion. As Prof. Franklin 
Johnson clearly shows in “The Christian’s 
Relation to Evolution,” there is not a vital 
doctrine of Christianity which, in point of 
satisfactory explanation, it does not fall far 
below, and for which it does not substitute 
confusion instead of clearness of conception 
and comprehension. It is of no benefit to 
the temporal interests of the race. Its spec- 
ulative rather than practical tendency is il- 
lustrated in the fact that it has not resulted 
in a single useful invention for the good of 
mankind. It is as barren of fruitfulness in 
this particular as it is of evidence in general. 
It has been of no benefit whatever to science 
save in a negative manner. The only good 
purpose it has served has been to stimulate 
biological research. This, in turn, has de- 
veloped the necessity for giving more atten- 
tion to psychology, the most important and 
most neglected of all the sciences. The 
present tendency of scientific inquiry is more 
and more from the standpoint that man is 
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more than matter and toward the study of 
the mental and psychical phenomena to 
which all else is secondary. This will ap- 
pear more fully if we briefly review the de- 
velopment of the whole question. 

In Chapter III of “‘The Descent of Man,” 
Mr. Darwin makes this frank statement: “If 
his [man’s] powers had been of a wholly 
different nature from those of the lower ani- 
mals, then we should never have been able to 
convince ourselves that our higher faculties 
had been gradually developed.” On this is- 
sue he puts such emphasis that he freely ad- 
mits, if it can be proven that man has this 
wholly different nature, all the facts adduced 
in support of evolution would not prove the 
theory true. That this is the crux of the 
whole question is self-apparent, and it is just 
as apparent that the ultimate solution of the 
question depends, not on the few segregated 
facts on which the evolutionary theory rests, 
but on the one tremendous fact of man’s es- 
sential superiority to all else in the visible 
creation. Prof. Huxley indirectly asserts 
this when he says: “The question of ques- 
tions for mankind—the problem which un- 
derlies all others, and is more deeply inter- 
esting than any other—is the ascertainment 
of the place which Man occupies in nature 
and of his relations to the universe of 
things.” 
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Without waiting to settle this vital point, 
and taking it for granted that the future 
must settle it in accordance with their spec- 
ulative views, agnostic evolutionists have ex- 
panded the theory into a philosophy which 
pretends to solve the riddle of the universe. 
The most notable of such attempts is that 
of Spencer, and the deplorable ending of 
the effort of his genius to grasp the mean- 
ing of all phenomena through the unmean- 
ing medium of evolution can be likened only 
to a drowning man in his desperation clutch- 
ing at straws. He begins his philosophic 
system with all the assurance of conscious 
conviction, but ends it in utter hopelessness 
and despair. Theistic evolutionists claim 
for man an almost infinite superiority to the 
brute race, and yet with the most illogical in- 
consistency insist that this “wholly different 
nature” has been “gradually developed” from 
brute nature. Thus, Prof. LeConte, allud- 
ing to man’s psychic powers, says: ‘From 
this point of view, man must be set over as 
an equivalent, not only to the whole animal 
kingdom, but the whole of nature besides.” 
And yet declares: “I believe that the spirit 
of man was developed out of the anima or 
conscious principle of animals.” Both ag- 
nostic and Christian evolutionists thus 
evade the issue which Mr. Darwin raised, 
and which sober science cannot ignore. 
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There is a presumption which evolution- 
ists and non-evolutionists must face at 
the very outset of any discussion con- 
cerning man’s origin, nature, or des- 
tiny—that, in order to life on our planet, 
an animal nature is necessary to man, and 
it is to be expected therefore as to this na- 
ture he will in some respects resemble the 
lower orders of being. He must breathe, he 
must partake of food, he must possess pow- 
ers of locomotion, of self-protection, of pro- 
creation; he must be subject, in large part, 
to the same physical conditions as these low- 
er orders. These general resemblances make 
neither for or against evolution, for, as 
Helmholtz observes, that details of structure 
should be the same in man and in animals 
when the parts perform similar functions 
involves nothing extraordinary. The only 
facts on which evolution is based are excep- 
tional and non-essential resemblances, such 
as the prognathous skull, the unusual pro- 
jection of canine teeth, the flat feet and 
elongated heels, and muscles no longer in 
use, occasionally found among mankind. It 
is just as credible that man may have degen- 
erated into savagery, and in this state have 
developed these exceptional features, and 
transmitted them by inheritance so that 
they now occasionally appear in reversion- 
ary or rudimentary forms, as that they have 
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been derived from animal progenitors. That 
degeneracy to savagery has taken place is a 
well-established fact. “There is general 
agreement that the ‘black-fellow’ [of Aus- 
tralia] is on the lowest rung and perhaps at 
the very bottom of the ladder of civilization. 
In the opinion of Andrew Lang, ‘they are 
infinitely beneath the status in culture of 
Paleolithic man of the mammoth and rein- 
deer period.’” So says the National Geo- 
graphic Magazine, and yet again: “A fea- 
ture of peculiar interest is the almost uni- 
versally accepted conclusion that the aborig- 
inal stock of Australia belongs to the Indo- 
Aryan or Caucasian race.” At the best, the 
few faint resemblances between men and 
brutes furnish but slender evidence on 
which to build such an all-comprehensive 
theory as evolution, as the only remote 
probability they suggest is that man’s body 
may be accounted for on this hypothesis. 
Evolutionists themselves, however, furnish 
strong testimony against the evolution of 
THE HUMAN BODY AS A WHOLE. 

We have already quoted some of this tes- 
timony, but it will bear repeating. Prof. 
Huxley is speaking of man’s body when he 
says: “In the present creation, at any rate, 
no immediate link bridges over the gap be- 
tween ‘Homo and Troglodytes.” To this give 
all evolutionists witness. The unscientific 
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assumption that the gorilla was “a hairy 
man” was soon exploded by the more scien- 
tific verdict that not a single bone of that 
fierce brute suggests such an assumption— 
and, it might be added, not a single hair. 
Not a drop of animal blood has ever been 
analyzed which does not differ from human 
blood. That the blood of different animal 
species differs also does not lessen the im- 
portance of this fact, for evolution has not 
the remotest explanation to offer in either 
case, as it has not for the fact that every 
species of plant or animal contains in its 
first cell a fixed, specific, and always even 
number of bodies called “chromosomes,” to 
quote Dr. William Hanna Thomson, “and 
this number regularly recurs in all the sub- 
sequent cells of the future body, though they 
be millions.” In the grasshopper the num- 
ber is twelve; in man it is sixteen. So far 
from acounting for these essential differ- 
ences between species, it will not account for 
even the variations within the limits of 
species. Mr. Darwin confesses to “profound 
ignorance as to such variations, save as to 
the variability of races among mankind, 
agreeing with Quatrefages that this is the 
result of climate and other conditions, that 
the human race is one species and has had 
one common ancestor. Prof. LeConte, one 
of the more recent writers on the subject, 
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- says: “The really most important cause of 
evolution is the cause of varieties. This is 
the unknown fundamental factor’—a still 
more wonderful confession than Darwin’s. 
Wallace, the eminent colleague of Darwin, 
was so thoroughy convinced of the essential 
difference between the human body and that 
of lower animals, that he declared his belief 
that it could have been brought into exist- 
ence only by God’s intervention. Thus 
evolutionists themselves throw doubt upon 
the doctrine that the human body as a whole 
has been derived from lower animal forms. 
Their testimony as to distinctive human 
characteristics is equally strong. 
HUMAN SPEECH. : 

Wallace differs from Darwin, who attrib- 
utes to natural selection a potency which 
will account for all human characteristics, 
and specifies the human voice as a distin- 
guishing function, the capacity for music 
and for language in the vocal organs being 
far in excess of any animal capacity. Prof. 
Huxley confirms this by saying: “Language 
is rooted half in the bodily and half in the 
mental nature of man. The vocal sounds 
which furnish the raw materials of language 
could not be produced without a peculiar 
conformation of the organs of speech; the 
enunciation of duly accented syllables would 
be impossible without the nicest co-ordina- 
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tion of the action of the muscles which move 
these organs; and such co-ordination de- 
pends on the mechanism of certain portions 
of the nervous system.” (“Man’s Place in 
Nature,” Chap. VI.) Helmholtz is authori- 
ty for the statement that so peculiarly dis- 
tinctive are the human vocal organs that it 
is possible to complete a system of all the 
vocables that can be produced by these or- 
gans from which may be constructed an al- 
phabet adapted to all human languages. Dr. 
William Hanna Thomson, who has hardly a 
peer as a physiologist, in his work on “Brain 
and Personality,” demonstrates that the ut- 
terance of speech depends on “a small patch 
of gray matter, not larger than a hazel nut, 
located in a part of a convolution called 
Broca’s convolution,” in the human brain, 
and that this peculiarity is not to be found 
in the brain of any animal. Here is a spe- 
cific and essential physical difference be- 
tween man and the lower animals, sufficient 
in itself, if the issue Mr. Darwin makes is 
the correct one, to upset the whole theory of 
evolution; for, as Prof. Huxley asserts, lan- 
guage is “the most human manifestation of 
numanity.” 
THE HUMAN MIND. 

That there can be no comparison between 
the mental individuality and reasoning ca- 
pacity of man and the mere sense-intelli- 
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gence of animals is so apparent that evolu- 
tionists are compelled to admit it. Mr. Dar- 
win says: “It may be freely admitted that no 
animal is self-conscious, if by this term it is 
implied that he reflects on such points as 
whence he comes, or whither he will go, or 
what is life and death, and so forth.” If 
this is not an admission that man possesses 
powers “of a wholly different nature from 
those of the lower animals,” then such an 
admission cannot be put into language. John 
Burroughs, hardly second to Mr. Darwin as 
an observer in the realm of natural history, 
according to a writer in the “American 
Monthly,” expresses the view “that while 
animals have keen perception—keener, in- 
deed, in many respects than ours—they 
form no conceptions. They have no power 
of comparing one thing with another. Liv- 
ing entirely in and through their senses, 
they are strangers to all that inner world 
of reflection, comparison, and reason which 
to the human mind is always open. As he 
puts it, animals have sense-memory, sense- 
intelligence, and they profit in many ways 
by experience, but they have not soul-mem- 
ory or rational intelligence.” Prof. Huxley 
facetiously expresses the same opinion: “My 
poor relation [the orang-outang] may beat 
me in the matter of sensation, but I am quite 
confident that, when style and syllogisms are 
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to be dealt with, he is nowhere.” In “Man’s 
Place in Nature” he declares man to be “the 
only consciously intelligent denizen of this 
world,” while in “Evolution and Ethics” he 
mentions as points of mental difference be- 
tween man and the lower animals the ability 
to comprehend and appreciate literary style, 
logic, mathematics, music, etc., and eloquent- 
ly says:“Fragile reed as he may be, man, as 
Pascal says, is a thinking reed: there lies 
within him a fund of energy operating intel- 
ligently and so far akin to that which per- 
vades the universe, that it is competent to 
influence and modify the cosmic process. In 
virtue of his intelligence, the dwarf bends 
the Titan to his will.” Could such language 
be used of man if he did not possess powers 
of a “wholly different nature from those of 
the lower animals?” If, with all the minor 
resemblances claimed, there is still, as evo- 
lutionists admit, ‘“‘an abyss” between the old- 
est fossil remains of a human body yet dis- 
covered and that of any lower animal, what 
word can measure the difference between 
the human mind and the mere sense-intelli- 
gence of a brute? 


THE ASSTHETIC FACULTY. 


While man’s reason enables him to utilize 
the products and forces of nature, he pos- 
sesses the power to appreciate the beauty 
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which overspreads the earth and heavens, a 
power which multiplies his capacity for en- 
joyment a thousandfold. ‘Some day,” says 
Prof. Huxley, “We shall arrive at an under- 
standing of the evolution of the esthetic fac- 
ulty; [an admission that evolution cannot 
now account for it;] but all the understand- 
ing in the world will neither increase nor di- 
minish the force of the intuition that this is 
beautiful and that is ugly.” This forceful 
faculty is another distinguishing character- 
isitic between man and the lower orders. 
Although he clings to the hope that his ma- 
terialistic theory will yet bridge this gulf, 
Prof. Huxley must admit the fact of its ex- 
istence: “Physical science may and prob- 
ably will, some day, enable our posterity to 
set forth the exact physical concomitants 
and conditions of the strange rapture of 
beauty. But if ever that day arrives, the 
rapture will remain, just as it is now, out- 
side and beyond the physical world; and, 
even in the mental world, something super- 
added to mere sensation. I do not wish to 
crow unduly over my humble cousin the 
orang, but in the esthetic province, as in 
that of the intellect, I am afraid he is no- 
where.” In the light of the same able wri- 
ter’s declaration as to the impossibility of 
bringing psychic phenomena within the 
bounds of physical science, this expresses 
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another essential and radical difference 
between man and the lower animals. 
CONSCIENCE. 

Mr. Darwin, in his ‘“’Descent of Man,” 
Chap. IV, says: “I fully subscribe to the 
judgment of those writers (Quatrefages and 
others) who maintain that of all the dif- 
ferences between man and the lower animals, 
the moral sense or conscience is by far the 
most important.” Surely, then, if it can be 
shown that this most important difference 
exists, man cannot be identified with the 
lower animals, and the evolutionary theory 
fails. Let us hear what Mr. Darwin himself 
has to say, in the same work and chapter: 
“A moral being is one who is capable of 
comparing his past and future actions or 
motives, and of approving or disapproving 
of them. We have no reason to suppose that 
any of the lower animals have this capacity. 
. ... Man in this respect differs profound- 
ly from the lower animals.” Notwithstand- 
ing this confession, he attempts to show by 
the process of evolution man may have ac-- 
quired this highly distinguishing faculty, on 
the supposition that man’s social instincts 
became “the basis for the development of the 
moral sense.” That is, men discovered from 
experience that it was better to act for the 
common advantage than for individual ad- 
vantage, just as wolves learned from experi- 
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ence that it was advantageous to hunt in 
packs, and thus gradually acquired moral 
ideas! This low conception of the moral 
sense, although seriously entertained by Mr. 
Darwin, is so unsatisfactory that few, if 
any, have agreed with him. It is nothing 
more in his mind than the mere idea of utili- 
ty, which is altogether distinct from the idea 
of right and wrong. The weakest point in 
all Prof. Huxley’s writings is his attempt to 
show that conscience is a mere regard for 
public opinion, calling it “the watchman of 
society.” This falls below even Mr. Dar- 
win’s utilitarian view. Mr. Spencer endeav- 
ors to show that the moral faculty has been 
developed from various cumulative human 
experiences, but in the preface to the last 
part of his “Ethics,” (1893,) says that he 
regrets that the doctrine of evolution had 
not furnished guidance to the extent he had 
hoped. The moral faculty can no more be 
eliminated from man’s self-conscious powers 
than can the reasoning faculty. In fact, 
conscience presents an insuperable difficulty 
to evolutionists. It exalts man to such a 
height above the brute creation that to at- 
tribute his origin to such a source is as il- 
logical as it would be (to use the figure of 
Agassiz) to suppose that gold could be pro- 
duced from a baser metal. We are incapable 
of conceiving a more radical, a more abso- 


92 WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 


lute, a more widely separating distinction 
between man and the brute than that which 
conscience makes. 

RELIGIOUS IDEAS. 

Evolution, from the standpoint of its chief 
advocates, is such a comprehensive scheme 
that it must account for everything which 
comes within the scope of human knowl- 
edge. Accordingly, although it is a con- 
fessed failure as to accounting for the moral 
sense in man, (a confession made not only 
by Spencer in his ‘Ethics’ but by Prof. 
Huxley in a public address,) it goes further, 
and attempts to give the origin of religious 
ideas, and here its weakness becomes ex- 
haustion. Mr. Spencer, in his “First Prin- 
ciples,” says: “The universality of religious 
ideas, their independent evolution among 
different primitive races, and their great vi- 
tality, unite in showing that their source 
must be deep-seated instead of superficial. 
In other words, we are obliged to admit that, 
if not supernaturally derived as the major- 
ity contend, they must be derived out of hu- 
man experiences, slowly accumulated and or- 
ganized.”” And then argues for the origin of 
religious ideas in the dreams of savages, 
which they confounded with supernatural 
manifestations! It requires but little pene- 
tration to perceive the fallacy of such an ar- 
gument. That the superstitions of savages 
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are born of dreams, of ignorance, of fear, 
may be readily admitted; but that the sub- 
lime religious ideas entertained by a mind 
like that of a Newton or a Lord Kelvin were 
born of such sources is a manifest absurdi- 
ty. Mr. Darwin goes farther than the sav- 
age state, and suggests a “state of mind” 
discoverable in the lower animals as the ba- 
sis of man’s religious nature and concep- 
tions. He says: 

“The feeling of religious devotion is a 
highly complex one, consisting of love, 
complete submission to an exalted and 
mysterious superior, a strong sense of 
dependence, fear, reverence, gratitude, 
hope for the future, and perhaps other 
feelings. No being could experience so 
complex an emotion until advanced in 
his intellectual and moral faculties to at 
least a moderately high level. Never- 
theless we see some distant approach to 
this state of mind in the deep love of a 
dog for his master, associated with 
complete submission, some fear, and 
perhaps other feelings. Prof. Brau- 
bach goes so far as to maintain that a 
dog looks on his master as on a god.” 

We dislike to speak with any seeming dis- 
respect of anything Mr. Darwin says; but, 
after reading this sober statement, we can- 
not help putting beside it the anecdote of 


94.. WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 


the Scotch shepherd, who, when his collie 
dog continued to visit the established church 
which his master had abandoned, refused to 
coerce him, saying, “Na, na, he’s a wise 
dawg; I’ll na meddle wi’ his convictions!” 
Is not the inference as just in the one case 
as in the other—and as absurd? The im- 
measurable distance which man’s religious 
ideas put between him and mere animals 
was well expressed by the eminent historian, 
Motley, in an address delivered before a 
European scientific congress: “Until you find 
a brute beast on its knees adoring its Maker, 
there will be an impassable gulf between it 
and man.” 

TRUE SCIENCE MAGNIFIES MAN’S HIGHER 

POWERS. 

To such an extent was this novel and un- 
supported doctrine of evolution paraded be- 
fore the world as a new discovery in the 
realm of thought, and so persistent were its 
advocates in the affirmation that it identi- 
fies man with lower orders, that for a time 
the real, the radical, the irreconcilable dif- 
ferences between man and these lower ord- 
ers were almost lost sight of. But a reac- 
tion has come about. An English scholar 
who visited this country in 1904 said in a 
public address: “You cannot name any man 
of the first importance in Great Britain or 
in Kurope either who is trying to explain 
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this universe today in terms of matter alone, 
and you could have named them by the half 
dozen a score of years ago. The philosophy 
that is prevalent and growing among us to- 
day is idealistic and not materialistic.” 

The necessity of mind to account for even 
material phenomena has become so obvious 
to scientific investigators that extreme evo- 
lutionists have been compelled to adopt the 
most absurd fancies to support the theory. 
Thus the son of the illustrious Darwin, chief 
officer of the British Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Science in 1909, actually re- 
verses the evolutionary process by attribut- 
ing mind to even vegetable organisms, a no- 
tion akin to Prof. Shaler’s “educable quali- 
ty” of matter, and probably borrowed from 
Heckel’s Monism, which attributes intellec- 
tuality and even a soul to the atom. Verily, 
the “science” of evolution is making pro- 
gress, if evidence of the fact is to be found 
in this transference of the origin of man’s 
intellect from the’mind of an anthropoid ape 
to that of a cabbage-head! 

The London Times is generally regarded 
as one of the most reliable exponents of the 
current thought of Great Britain and Eu- 
rope. In commenting on the proceedings of 
the Linnzan Society of London in celebra- 
tion of the fiftieth anniversary of the discov- 
ery of evolution, it says: “The Darwinian 
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conceptions have done their work, and it has 
been a valuable work, but no one who sur- 
veys the intellectual field today can imagine 
that they fill the human mind with the com- 
plete satisfaction that they once inspired.” 
In a more recent article, on “The Centenary 
of Darwin,” it makes these observations: 
“Modern study of variability shows 
that every species has a limiting curve 
within which considerable variation 
from the normal standard may occur, 
but that all variations, whether in the 
direction of excess or deficiency, revert 
to the average type. From this point of 
view, therefore, the Darwinian hypothe- 
sis is undermined. Again, De Vries and 
others of the later naturalists are im- 
pressed by the uselessness in the strug- 
gle for existence of the minute begin- 
nings of a new structure, no matter how 
useful it might prove in its fully devel- 
oped form. They therefore treat the 
small Darwinian variations as mere 
fluctuations inside the specific curve of 
variability, and assume that at very 
long intervals a species throws off a 
widely different form fully equipped to 
hold its own as a new species. As no 
explanation can be given of such an as- 
tonishing leap, we seem to be brought 
once more perilously near to the dread- 
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ed special act of creation. These recent 
speculations have no positive value, but 
they are negatively significant as show- 
ing that the Darwinian hypothesis is 
losing its hold upon men’s minds. Like 
every bold generalization that arrests 
attention, it has done a great and useful 
work. It has stimulated inquiry, called 
forth a great amount of animated dis- 
cussion, and compelled revision of many 
accepted and previously unquestioned 
opinions. If it does not suffice as a foun- 
dation for dogmatic conclusions, it has 
cleared away a great mass of pre-exist- 
ent dogmatism.” 

These grave observations, so different 
from the usual superficial opinions express- 
ed by newspaper and magazine writers, and 
sometimes by preachers and college profes- 
sors, simply attest the fact that sober 
science has reached the conclusion that the 
evolutionary theory does not account for 
either the origin of species or the descent of 
man. Such has been the influence of men 
like Lord Kelvin that science is again assum- 
ing a form answering to one of Huxley’s ap- 
posite definitions, that it is “perfected com- 
mon sense,” and in this form is taking the 
place usurped by speculative philosophy. 

Anatomical research now makes it certain 
that there are such radical differences be- 
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tween the structure of the human body—in 
blood, bone, muscle, nerve, brain—and that 
of any form of the lower animals, that it 
could have been derived from the latter, as 
Prof. Shaler says, only through “a long 
chain of many species.” Geological re- 
search, more general and persistent than 
ever before, makes it equally certain that 
this long chain of extinct species has only an 
imaginary existence, for not a vestige of any 
one such intermediate species has been dis- 
covered, when, if the evolutionary hypothe- 
sis were true, the more recent geological 
strata should be strewn with such remains. 
Thus advanced science is demonstrating the 
theory to be altogether improbable even as 
to the body of man. 

Mental science is being confirmed in re- 
garding the mind as immaterial in its origin 
and nature by all recent investigations of 
physical and psychological science. Says 
John Fiske: “The progress of modern dis- 
covery has in no respect weakened the force 
of Descartes’s remark, that between that of 
which the differential attribute is Thought 
and that of which the differential attribute 
is Extension, there can be no similarity, no 
community of nature whatever.” And 
again: “Modern discovery, so far from 
bridging over the chasm between Mind and 
Matter, tends rather to exhibit the distinc- 
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tion between them as absolute.” So Prof. 
Shaler: “There can be no doubt that modern 
science has strengthened the bond that links 
men together and effectively separated them 
as regards intellectual kinship from the 
brutes.” And from this no prominent scient- 
ist dissents. 

Moral science is commanding a respect it 
never before received, and, for the first time 
in all history, psychic phenomena are now 
being studied in accordance with strictly 
scientific principles and methods, (vide Dr. 
Thomson’s “Brain and Personality,’) and 
every day is adding to the evidence that man 
lives in a realm into which the lower orders 
of creation can never enter, and into which 
he himself could never have entered through 
a nature such as they possess. With all im- 
partial students of man’s nature as a whole 
it has become an irresistible conviction that 
his religious ideas are rooted in the highest 
capacities he displays. Alfred Russell Wal- 
lace, in his work on “Natural Selection,” 
page 185, says: “The higher powers in man 
are surest proof that there are other and 
higher existences than ourselves, from 
whom these qualities may have been derived, 
and toward whom we may be ever tending.” 
Dr. Robert Flint, Professor of Divinity in 
the University of Edinburgh, and generally 
regarded as the foremost scholar in the his- 
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tory of theism, says that recently ‘‘there has 
been more psychological investigation as to 
the origin and nature of religion than dur- 
ing all previous history, and the whole ten- 
dency of it has been to set aside all solutions 
which represent man as religious only in 
virtue of particular sentiments and princi- 
ples, and to make manifest that the psychol- 
ogy of religion is that of the entire human 
nature in a special relationship.” The phi- 
losopher who would now attribute the origin 
of religious ideas to any “state of mind” 
manifested by animals would subject him- 
self to as much ridicule as one who would 
attribute scientific ideas to the same source. 

Evolution leaves man an inexplicable mys- 
tery, as to his origin, nature, and destiny. 
True science is just beginning to recognize 
in man the key to all doors of human knowl- 
edge, and, uniting with religion, is making 
him its chief study—magnifying, not the 
least part of his being, not his animal na- 
ture; but his real nature, the spiritual part 
of his being—and, in so doing, is discerning 
in him, not the image of a brute, but the 
image of God. 


VIII. 
WHY THEN IS EVOLUTION POPULAR? 


First, because it is sensational. “The 
fondness of the human mind for obscurity” 
accounts not only for the superstitions of 
mankind but for much that passes for 
science. This is a superficial and sensation- 
al age. As says The Outlook, “People nowa- 
days seem to prefer an evanescent fiction to 
solid biography and history.” The more ex- 
aggerated are the opinions presented to the 
common mind the more readily are they re- 
ceived. There is little if any effort made to 
get down to the bed-rock of fact. The press, 
the pulpit, the platform, the theatre, the 
writers of fiction, and the writers of “science 
falsely so-called,” have become purveyors of 
sensationalism. It needs no proofs to con- 
firm this. “He who runs may read.” An 
outstanding confirmation, however, may be 
noted, in the fact that the two most sensa- 
tional writers of the day are accepted as the 
most prominent leaders in English literature 
—George Bernard Shaw and H. G. Wells. 
They are evolutionists, of course, as are all 
newspaper reporters and soap-box orators, 
although not one of them, probably, has 
looked at the subject save from the sensa- 
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tional side. Sensationalism alone is sufficient 
to account for the popularity of the theory. 

A second reason for its popularity is al- 
most a repetition of the first—it is under- 
stood by very few. Asa matter of course, a 
lack of higher education prevents it from be- 
ing comprehended by the popular mind. It 
is a subject of intelligent discussion among 
the scholarly class only. These are compar- 
atively few in number, but it is amazing 
how many of them have failed, by adequate 
investigation, to convince themselves of the 
tenability or untenability of the evolution- 
ary hypothesis, and have accepted it wholly 
on the ipse dixit of a fractional element. Ig- 
norance may not be ‘“‘the mother of devo- 
tion,” but it is certainly the mother of evo- 
lution as far as its popularity is concerned. 

A third reason for its popularity is that 
nearly all teaching as to evolution is mis- 
leading. As we have already seen, the di- 
verse theories of Darwin and Spencer are 
either discounted or discredited by most 
great thinkers; yet they are the only founda- 
tion on which the present-day teaching of 
the subject rests. Furthermore, the attempt 
is made to render them credible by appeals 
to evidence which is altogether irrelevant. 
Mr. Spencer insisted upon careful discrimi- 
nation between the theory of evolution and 
that of development, the distinction between 
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them being vital. The successive processes 
of evolution, by which the higher is pro- 
duced from the lower, are inexplicable. It 
passes the comprehension of the human in- 
tellect to account for the transmutation of 
inert and unorganized matter to organized 
matter, of dead matter to living matter, of 
unthinking matter to mind, all this brought 
about by “resident forces” and without the 
aid of any “external agency” whatever, un- 
less these resident forces are admitted to 
have been superinduced by a supernatural 
Power, an admission which at once substi- 
tutes development for evolution. The latter 
theory is founded on the unknowable, the 
former on the knowable. 

The corner-stone of all science, cause and 
effect, is ignored in the evolutionary hy- 
pothesis, while the theory of development is 
built upon it. To invest matter with “‘in- 
finite and eternal energy,” as Spencer does, 
is to beg the whole question, for that is ex- 
actly the point involved. The “infinite and 
eternal,” if a factor in evolution, is not a 
known but an unknown factor, and to bring 
it in as the prime cause of the phenomena 
of the universe is infinite assumption. 

The theory of development is comprehen- 
sible because it does not go beyond the realm 
of the knowable. It is founded on the basic 
convictions of the human mind and the as- 
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certained and established facts of science. 
The inertia of matter, its immutability, its 
subjection to law, the production of living 
organisms only by living organisms, the im- 
possibility of identifying consciousness with 
matter and force, are some of the facts 
which science has demonstrated. These 
facts give shape in large part to the order 
of nature, and account for the phenomena 
of the universe, as far as we know it, and no 
data, historic or prehistoric, contradict 
them. 

As long as the hypothesis of evolution is 
used to interpret the revelations of geologic 
time, it shows some plausibility, for it is de- 
signed to deal with the unknowable, but as 
soon as it is applied to historic time it loses 
all force, for it is not applicable in any of its 
essential features to the knowable. From 
the beginning of human history there has 
been nothing even remotely resembling evo- 
lution. To talk about the evolution of so- 
ciety, of government, of trade, of politics, of 
ethics, of religion, of civilization, is utter 
nonsense. All of these have been developed 
from known conditions and through easily 
explained causes. There is no definition of 
evolution, unless invented by amateur teach- 
ers of the doctrine, the factors of which will 
apply in any one of these cases. And it is 
just here where these amateurs have exert- 
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ed a misleading influence. They have re- 
vived the discredited Darwinian and Spen- 
cerian theories, and make them plausible by 
appropriating the evidences of development 
which history furnishes. Since these theo- 
ries were given to the world nothing in the 
way of original thought or original discov- 
ery has added one iota to their probability. 
Paleontology, which has been chiefly relied 
upon to confirm them, has utterly failed to 
do so. It has furnished no answer whatever 
to Sir J. W. Dawson’s pertinent question, 
“When we find abundance of examples of 
the young and old of many fossil species, 
and can trace them through their ordinary 
embryonic developments, why should we not 
find examples of the links which bound the 
species together?” 

Despite the fact that evolution is what 
Lord Kelvin pronounced it, “an absurd and 
impossible theory,” its hold on the popular 
mind will probably not be relinquished until 
present superficial methods of thought are 
eradicated and the Baconian method rein- 
stated. 

H. G. Wells’ “Outline of History,” which 
is no doubt a serious attempt on the part of 
the author to correct the aimlessness and er- 
rancy of history in general, but entirely 
misses the mark by conforming to the spirit 
of sensationalism which is prevalent, will do 
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much to prolong the tacit assent given to the 
theory of evolution. Mr. Wells had achieved 
a world-wide reputation as a novelist, and 
had acquired all the art of a writer of fiction. 
This was sufficient in itself to disqualify him 
to write history, and his work shows this in 
its conception and execution. His own defi- 
nition of history, that it is “the common ad- 
venture of all mankind,” betrays the mind 
of the romanticist. His work is not a his- 
tory but a philosophy. It is based on what 
he calls ‘creative evolution,” and is written 
entirely from the standpoint of materialism. 
It is evident that he has read but one side of 
evolution, for he accepts it without question, 
regarding it as being put beyond doubt by 
the “Record of the Rocks.” In this he dif- 
fers from many prominent advocates of the 
theory, who consider the geological evi- 
-dences of its tenability as the weakest of all 
adduced in its favor. Let us see what these 
evidences are according to his own state- 
ments: 

“Speculations about geological time,” he 
says, “vary enormously.” 

“The origin of man is still very obscure.” 

“Among the earliest evidences of some 
creature, either human or at least more man- 
like than any living ape upon earth, are a 
number of flints and stones very roughly 
chipped and shaped so as to be held in the 
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hand. . . . The date of the earliest of them 
is put by geologists as Pliocene— . . half a 
million years ago.” [He admits that “there 
was for a long time a controversy whether 
they were to be regarded as natural or arti- 
ficial productions,” but accepts them as re- 
liable evidences on the authority of a jeweler 
and a grocer of England, amateur geolo- 
gists. ] 

“At Trinil, in Java, in strata which are 
said to correspond either to the later Plio- 
cene or to the American and European First 
Ice Age, there have been found . . . the top 
of a skull, some teeth, and a thigh-bone. . . 
This little trayful of bony fragments from 
Trinil is, at present, apart from stone imple- 
ments, the oldest relic of early humanity, or 
of the close blood relations of early human- 
ity, that is known.” 

“It is not until we reach deposits 200,000 
years later . . . that another little scrap of 
bone comes to hand. Then we find a jaw- 
bone .... in a sandpit near Heidelberg, at 
a depth of eighty feet from the surface. . . 
It is not an ape’s jaw-bone; the teeth are 
human.” 

_ “We must turn over the Record for, it 
may be, another 100,000 years for the next 
remains of anything human or sub-human. 
Then ... the smashed pieces of a whole 
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skull turn up . . . discovered at Piltdown in 
Sussex.” 

“After this glimpse of a skull, the Rec- 
ord for very many centuries gives nothing 
but flint implements, which improve steadi- 
ly in quality.” 

“And then comes quite a number of re- 
mains. The Fourth Glacial Age is rising to- 
wards its maximum. Man is taking to caves 
and leaving vestiges there; at Krapina in 
Croatia, at Neanderthal near Dusseldorf, at 
Spy, human remains have been found, skulls 
and bones of a creature that is certainly a 
man.” 

“Such knowledge as we have of the ear- 
liest men . . is almost entirely got from a 
few caves, into which they went and in 
which they left their traces.” 

This is the sum of geological evidence as 
Mr. Wells gives it. Some roughly chipped 
flints and stones found in one stratum of the 
earth’s surface, the top of a skull, some teeth 
and a thigh-bone in another, a jaw-bone in 
another, a smashed skull in another, more 
flint implements in another, and finally some 
real human bones—these constitute, he as- 
sumes, the evidence that man is the product 
of evolution. Mr. Darwin, surely good au- 
thority, says, “It is notorious on what ex- 
cessively slight differences many paleontol- 
ogists have founded their species.” Prof. 
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Huxley, who ought to be equally as good au- 
thority, says: “The fossil remains of man 
hitherto discovered do not seem to me to 
take us appreciably nearer to that lower 
pithecoid form, by the modification of which 
he has, probably, become what he is.” And 
again: “To sum up our knowledge of the 
ethnological part of man: so far as the light 
is bright, it shows him substantially as he 
is now; and, when it grows dim, it permits 
us to see no sign that he was other than he 
is now.” And he says specifically, “Between 
the man of Spy and an existing anthropoid 
ape there lies an abyss.” Mr. Wells brushes 
aside these opinions of great scientists, with 
others that mignt be quoted, and adopts the 
views of some who, compared with these 
greater men, are mere pigmies, and con- 
structs a fanciful narrative of what took 
place in geologic time which reads like a 
fairy story, and has about as much founda- 
tion in fact. He begins with the earth as a 
flaring mass thrown off from the sun, grad- 
ually cooling and condensing into the form 
of a globe, the surface solidifying into the 
first rocks, a stratum of sedimentary rocks 
subsequently covering these, and this stratum 
in turn being covered by another, this third 
of the series containing traces of living 
things. He had previously said, “At first 
our earth was a flaming thing upon which no 
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life could live.” Now he finds life recorded 
on the rocks, but is compelled to say, ‘““We do 
not know how life began upon the earth.” 
And from this on he deals with the unknow- 
able, and his work becomes fiction instead of 
history. Passing over “millions of simian 
generations,” between the extinction of the 
monsters of the Mesozoic age and the first 
indications of man, he infers from the 
roughly chipped flints and stones of the Plio- 
cene age a race of “quasi-human beings of 
half a million years ago, who made and used 
these implements.” From “the man of Java” 
(piece of a skull, some teeth, and a thigh- 
bone,) he infers another race of “sub-men,” 
the Pithecanthropus erectus or walking ape- 
man, who came on in the later Pliocene age 
—although a commission of the Berlin 
Academy of Science, one of the institutional 
centers of the world, reported that the for- 
mation in which these bones were found was 
many ages younger than the discoverer sup- 
posed and came within the period of the hu- 
man race. After “an interval of hundreds 
of thousands of years,” he brings another 
sub-man on to the stage of action, “a woolly 
strange-looking creature,” the only evidence 
of whose existence is the single jaw-bone 
found near Heidelberg, and he gives this for 
sober history while admitting that authori- 
ties differ as to the “humanity or sub-hu- 


WEAKNESS OF EVOLUTION 111 


manity” of the creature to whom this bone 
belonged. Then, after another hundred 
thousand years, the smashed skull found at 
Piltdown suggests a creature named the 
Eoanthropus, the dawn man, “one of a num- 
ber of sub-human running apes of more than 
ape-like intelligence,” bringing man’s ances- 
tral record within a hundred thousand years 
ago. Finally, from the bones found at Kra- 
pina, Neanderthal, and Spy, (repudiated by 
Huxley,) he peoples the earth with the 
Neanderthalensis, “a creature that is cer- 
tainly a man,” “a quite passable human be 
ing,” but yet “not quite of the human spe- 
cies!” “If the Heidelberg jaw was that of 
a Neanderthaler, and if there is no error in 
the estimate of the age of that jaw, [mark 
the “‘ifs,”] then the Neanderthal Race lasted 
out for more than 200,000 years! Finally, 
between 40,000 and 25,000 years ago, ...a 
different human type came upon the scene, 
and, it would seem, exterminated Homo 
Neanderthalensis.”’ After creating a ‘quite 
passable human being,” evolution seems to 
have failed, and had to make a new start to 
produce “real men,” but somehow and some- 
where it succeeded, although the Record of 
the Rocks has nothing to tell us about it. 
“At present,” says Mr. Wells, “we can only 
guess [italics ours] where and how, through 
the slow ages, parallel with the Neander- 
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thal cousin, these first true men [italics 
his] arose out of some more ape-like pro- 
genitor.”’ These first “true men” are called 
the Paleolithic Race. The record here seems 
altogther uncertain also, for, says Mr. Wells, 
“Confessedly our account of the newer 
Paleolithic is a jumbled account.” Whether 
this race were merged into the Neolithic, 
which followed them, “or whether they dis- 
appeared altogether from the world, is a 
matter that can be only speculated about at 
present.” He brings the Neolithic men into 
human affairs only from 10,000 to 12,000 
years ago, beginning the age of white men, 
previous to which there were a colored race 
and several other races, descended from dif- 
ferent ape ancestors. With the “Late Paleo- 
lithic man” he ends his account of geologic 
time and enters upon his account of historic 
time, which he makes about the same limit 
as do historians in general. 

Now all this Mr. Wells gives us as verita- 
ble history, filling in details with the readi- 
ness of a novelist, and with as much assur- 
ance as if he had hovered over the earth in 
an airplane through the many millions of 
years of geologic time, and had photograph- 
ed each changing scene from beginning to 
end. Indeed, he illustrates his narrative 
with pictures which are evidenty designed 
to make the same impression as if they had 
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been made from photographs, although they 
are as imaginative as the pictures of any 
fairy story. For example, there is the head 
of “the sub-man Pithecanthropus,” which is 
such a caricature that he has put beneath it 
the apology, “The face, jaws, and teeth are 
mere guess work. The creature may have 
been much less human looking than this,”— 
an apology which might have been appropri- 
ately made for every other pieture and ver- 
bal description of ape-men his work con- 
tains. 

Mr. Wells seems unconscious of the fact 
that the Darwinian theory requires the 
blending of the doctrine of life succession 
with that of geological conformity, that the 
succession from the low to the high could 
have taken place only by each type blending 
with those before and those after it in the 
alleged order of time, for he leaves chasms 
between species of tens of thousands to hun- 
dreds of thousands of years of geologic time, 
to fill which the record does not furnish a 
vestige of data, and which his own imagina- 
tion fails to fill. To paraphrase one of 
Spencer’s critics: With his head in the air of 
romanticism and his seven-leagued boots of 
credulity on his feet, he strides across these 
chasms without knowing they are self-con- 
tradictory to his entire assumptive theory. 
His chain, like that of both Darwin and 
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Spencer, is one of missing links. His imagi- 
nation, however, is equal to the task of sup- 
plying the missing link. “We find,” he says, 
“fossils in the Eocene of monkeys and le- 
murs, but of one particular creature we have 
as yet not.a single bone. It was half ape, 
half monkey; it clambered about the trees 
and ran, and probably ran well, on its hind 
legs upon the ground. It was small-brained 
by our present standards, but it had clever 
hands with which it handled fruits and beat 
nuts upon the rocks and perhaps caught up 
sticks and stones to smite its fellows.” Of 
this particular creature which he describes 
so minutely, in every particular the creature 
of his own imagination, he solemnly says, “It 
was our ancestor.” This is Mr. Wells’ his- 
tory of the genesis of man. He begins with 
“We do not know how life began upon the 
earth,” and ends with making an imaginary 
“IT” man’s progenitor. Not very informing 
history. As to his outline of human affairs 
during historic time, he falls into the same 
error which all amateur evolutionists mani- 
fest by confounding the theory with that of 
development. 

I have given much of this chapter to the 
consideration of Mr. Wells’ visionary treat- 
ment of geologic time because his work will 
impress ordinary readers much more by this 
fanciful portrayal of “creative evolution” 
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than will his subsequent attempt at real his- 
tory. And not ordinary readers only, for al- 
ready some prominent literary leaders of the 
day hhave endorsed his work in glowing 
terms as a harbinger of high and untram- 
eled thought. Blinded by his specious argu- 
ments and fascinating style, they seem inca- 
pable of detecting the self-contradictory 
character of the “plot”? on which he con- 
structs his so-called history. Evolution, as 
he interprets it, and indeed according to any 
interpretation, is but another form of fatal- 
ism, and he himself suggests this in the body 
of his work by saying it must end “with a 
recapitulation of our hopes and fears—and a 
note of interrogation.” 

A writer who imagines he has mind 
enough to give the world a cosmogony based 
on what Lord Kelvin and other great minds 
have called “the unproved and unprovable 
theory of evolution,” begins wrong, for he 
begins without assigning an adequate cause 
for creation. Mr. Wells admits that evolu- 
tion does not account for life, and Mr. Dar- 
win and his entire school admit that it does 
not account for consciousness. Whatever 
else may be said of the cosmogony of Moses, 
it must be conceded that, in beginning with 
an adequate cause for creation, (hypotheti- 
eal or not,) he begins right—‘“In the begin- 
ning God.” While geology demonstrates 
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that there has been an order in creation, 
that species were created on an ascending 
scale, it does not furnish a vestige of proof 
that this was a transitional process, that 
each higher species was created by a lower. 
Order implies design, but evolution excludes 
design and insists upon a creative process 
without a designer. This is what makes it 
incapable of definition, and what brings it in 
conflict with the known laws of nature and 
with psychic phenomena. It begins and ends 
with confusion. It is what Mr. Wells makes 
“our ancestor,” an imaginary “IT.” 


ANALYTICAL INDEX. 


Evolution Incapable of Definition ....... Sr outs 7-21 
Difficulty of Lexicographers: 
Webster, 7; Standard, 7; Century, 8. 
Vagueness of Evolutionary. Authors: 
Huxley, 8; Spencer, 9; LeConte, 12. 
All Definitions Untheistic, 14. 
Darwin on Definition, 15. 
Locke on Definition, 16; LeConte Tested 
by Locke’s Requirements, 16. 
Sir J. W. Dawson’s Analysis, 20. 


Contradicts Fundamental Truths of Science . .22-40 

Untheistic Evolution directly contradicts— 
The Inertia of Matter, 22. 
The Immutability of Matter, 24. 
Spontaneous Generation, 25. 
Immateriality of Mind, 29. 

Theistic Evolution contradicts itself— 
Deistic Theory Inconsistent, 35. 
Christian Theory Most Inconsistent, 36. 


Attempts the Impossible—to bring Psychic Phe- 
nomena within the bounds of Physical 
SClONGO 5. oe ciao a oieNle a ceecerme ee 41-50 
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Christian View, (LeConte,) 41. 
Deistic View—Fiske, 46; Shaler, 47. 
Agnostic View—Darwin, 49; Huxley, 
49; Spencer, 49. 


Has Not Risen Above the Plane of Speculation 51-63 
Opinions of Parker, 51; Ranke, 51; Tyndall, 51. 
Unsupported by Facts: 

Fallacy of Missing Link, 52. 

Geological Research, 583— 

Man of Spy, 54; Pithecanthropus Hrec- 

' tus, 55; Man of Maur, 56. 

Darwin’s Summary, 58. 
Doctrine of Probability Unfavorable, 60. 
The Experimental Test— 

Failures of Tyndall, 62; Haeckel, 62; 

Burke, 62; Leduc, 62. 
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Evolutionists at Variance with Each Other... . 64-69 
Only Ground of Agreement an Assumption, 64. 


No Agreement as to Natural Forces, 65. 
Nor as to Continuity of the Process, 66. 


Theory Discredited by Many Great Scientists . .70-78 


Its General Acceptance a Delusion, 70. 
Darwin’s Loss of Confidence, 70. 
Huxley’s Provisional Acceptance, 71. 
Lord Kelvin’s Outspoken Opposition, 72. 
Liebig an Unbeliever, 73. 

Sir J. W. Dawson’s Arraignment, 73. 
Virchow’s Opinion, 74. 

Barrande’s Inductive Argument, 74. 
Pasteur, 74; Ranke, 74; Bowne, 75. 
Prof. Franklin Johnson’s Book, 75. 
John Muir’s Emphatic Language, 75. 
Tennyson and Many Others, 75-77. 


Advanced Science Indicates Collapse of Theory 79-100 


Theory of No Practical Benefit, 79. 
Psychology vs. Evolution, 79. 


The Question Stated— 
Issue Made by Darwin, 80. 
This Issue Evaded, 81. 


An Important Presumption— 
Man’s Animal Nature Necessitates Resem- 
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General Resemblances Prove Nothing, 82. 


Exceptionable Resemblances are Questionable 


Even as to Man’s Body, 82. 
The Human Body as a Whole, 83. 
Human Speech, 85. 
The Human Mind, 86. 
The Aesthetic Faculty, 88. 
Conscience, 90. 
Religious Ideas, 92. 


Science Now Magnifies Man’s Higher Powers— 
Reaction as to Materialism, 94. 
Evolutionists Reversing the Process, 95. 
Darwinian Hypothesis Undermined, 95. 
Anatomical Research Antagonistic, 97. 
Mental Science Widening the Chasm, 98. 
Moral Science Exalting Man’s Nature, 99. 


ANALYTICAL INDEX 119 


Why Then is Evolution Popular? ......... 101-116 
Because Sensational, 101. 
Understood by Very Few, 102. 
Misleading Teaching, 102. 
Diverse Theories, 102. 
Irrelevant Evidences, 102. 
Baseless Assumptions, 103. 
Facts of Science Ignored, 103. 
The Theory Wrongly Applied, 104. 
H. G. Wells’ Outline of History.105 
Speculative Rather Than Historical, 106. 
Based on Extraordinary Assumptions, 106. 
Evidences of Evolution Meagre and Unsatis- 

factory, 106. 


Conclusions Exaggerated and Improbable, ..108-113 
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Supplies an Imaginary Missing Link, 114. 
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